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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we use Self Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000A, Deci & Ryan,
2008) as the underlying theory to help determine the factors that may influence wealth advisors
to consider leaving (or being committed) to their positions. Baard et al. (2004) established that
Self-determination theory was relevant to motivation in the workplace. This quantitative study
utilizes a survey instrument that incorporates many already proven reliable and valid items
from Self-determination Theory to better understand the wealth advisor work motivation
framework. This topic is important within financial services since positive work motivation
has been tied to positive work outcomes such as job satisfaction and affective work
commitment. Additionally, the industry has tried extensively to recruit females to the financial
management sector, yet still finds that women are a distinct minority. More executive females
and senior managers (23%) exit the financial services labor market compared to males at the
same levels (17%) (Mercer Study, 2016; Mattia, M., 2018). A conceptual model based on a
combination of previous self-determination-oriented research (in other domains) and work
satisfaction research is posited and tested via structural equations modeling among 197 wealth
advisors (both male and female). In combination with the SEM analysis we conducted a number
of multiple regressions and mediation analyses. The findings show that our conceptual model
provides an adequate fit to the sample data. The results confirm that autonomous motivation
strongly influences work satisfaction and that the extrinsic motivators have less strong (but
significant) effects on work satisfaction. In turn work satisfaction drives affective work

x

commitment which is a very strong determiner of turnover intention. We also find that
autonomous motivation mediates the effect of supervisor autonomy support on turnover
intention. The final section of the quantitative analysis was dedicated to the consideration of
gender differences. Regression models that included the self-determination constructs and a
gender variable were developed for affective work commitment and turnover intention. The
results indicate that the gender variable was not significant with respect to either outcome. We do
find models however, that have fairly strong explanatory power and we detail those in the
present study. Very few academic studies have addressed the issue of work motivation in this
segment of financial services and no study to our knowledge incorporated a theoretical
framework to guide the research. This paper extends the currently scant research dedicated to
better understanding the determinants that lead to both job retention consideration and job
leaving consideration factors among male and female wealth advisors. We also add to the
research by offering a brief analysis of gender with respect to the motivational factors of
considered in the present study.
The results from this study can be used by both practitioners and those in academia.
Future work could include the creation of interventions that will help sustain the commitment of
wealth advisors and in particular support the industry efforts to retain females. Academic
applications include deeper dives into the role of gender among those that have already left the
profession, and the inclusion on other relevant motivational constructs.

xi

CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

Corporations have long been interested in retaining productive employees. Executives
understand that there is competitive advantage to be found when the workforce is motivated
(Baron, 1991; Tremblay et al., 2009). Programs have been developed to enhance job satisfaction
and worker attitudes, which are viewed as necessary ingredients to promote commitment and
retention. Employees who are satisfied with their work are more likely to be committed to their
organizations (Yew, 2008). This paper focuses on uncovering the motivational factors associated
with job satisfaction, affective work commitment, and turnover intention among wealth advisors
using Self-determination Theory (SDT) as the underlying theoretical framework. Included as part
of the study is the influence that supervisor autonomy support may have directly and indirectly
on the work outcomes. While the emphasis of the paper is on the SDT motivational factors, I
additionally explore the role of gender, as female retention in this business sector has been
problematic.
The financial services sector has seen revenue growth over the past decades with reported
revenue being approximately 57 billion dollars (IBISWorld, 2019). This has been achieved
despite reported declines in the number of financial advisors available to clients due to an aging
work force in this business segment. The percentage of females in the industry has held steady at
29% despite corporations’ efforts to recruit them (Data USA, 2019), with some estimates as low
as 23% (CFP Board, 2019). The Department of Labor (2017) places the percentage of women in
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personal financial planning at 31%. This figure is low compared to many other managerial
oriented professions, although still significantly higher than the engineering profession (see
Figure 1). The most recent data from the Financial Planning Association (FPA) shows the
percentage of minorities (Blacks and Latinos) holding the Certified Financial Planning degree
grew 12% in 2019, while the number of women holding the coveted degree grew at a modest 4%
(Financial Planning, 2020). A McKinsey study (Chin et al., 2018) reported that women were
only 19% of C-Suite executives in asset management firms. Moreover, the percentage of overall
male advisors remains much higher, in part due to the fact that exit rates for females (manager
level and above) in the industry exceeds that of men by about 20% (See Figure 2). The exit rate
itself is about 13% annually for female executives compared to 9% for men. A Mercer study
(2016) claims that female executives in financial services are leaving the industry at a rate of
15.8% compared to 7.7% for executive men. It also has been asserted that female executives in
financial services are 20% to 30% more likely to leave mid-career than any other industry
(Hicks, 2019). These statistics are occurring in a work environment that has seen the growth of
female managers and executives in many fields with perhaps the notable exception of
engineering (Buse & Perelli, 2013). Other professional fields have seen closures in the gender
disparities in the workforce. For instance, 60.6% of all accountants and auditors in the USA are
women, and 44% of CPAs are women (AICPA, 2019). 50.5% of all medical school students in
the USA in 2019 were female and currently 37% of all professional active physicians are female
(kff.org, 2019). Over 60% of physicians under the age of 35 are female. In a separate study in the
financial area (currently under journal review), utilizing the 2017 National Survey of College
Graduates, this author found that females are less likely than males to be employed in an area
closely related to their financial management degrees (46.8% vs. 53.8%) and more likely to be
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only working part time in this field. This finding contrasted disfavorably with all other fields
combined and specifically with fields such as the physical sciences and the social sciences.
Figure 1 provides a snapshot of the gender differences in selected professions. We can readily
see that the personal financial planners gender split in particular is quite wide when compared to
other financial positions.

Figure 1. Women in Various Professions.
Financial Services Internal Labor Market
Total Exits

Career Level

Total Hires

Average Representation and Total Promotions

Executive

Females: 5%
Males 7%

Females: 6%
Males:6%

Females: 13%
Males 9%

Senior Manager

Females: 8%
Males: 5%

Females: 6%
Males: 9%

Females: 10%
Males: 8%

Manager

Females: 8%
Males: 10%

Females: 5%
Males: 7%

Females: 11%
Males: 8%

Professional

Females: 10%
Males: 12%

Females: 6%
Males: 8%

Females: 11%
Males: 10%

Support Staff

Females: 14%
Males: 21%

Overall
Representation:
Females: 50%
Males: 50%

Females: 15%
Males: 17%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Figure 2. Attrition Rates in Financial Services. *
*Sources: Adapted from Wyman, O. (2016). Women in Financial Services. Marsh and
McLennan.
3

Importance of Research
Understanding the antecedents of work satisfaction, affective work commitment, and
turnover intentions are all of great significance to organizations. It is important to understand the
underlying mechanisms which motivate workers to exit the wealth management financial
services sector. The implications for advancements in the retention of females are large for the
industry given the current level of interest and expenditure made by businesses to date and the
value that society has placed on advancing women in more technical positions. Many industry
paper studies have pointed out the gender disparities in financial services over the years
(Wyman, 2016; Wyman, 2020; CFP Board White Paper, 2013; McKinsey Group & Leanin.org,
2017) and many recent articles such as a 2019 one by Barron’s Steve Garmhausen continue to
speak to the issue. Few have tackled the topic of why females are not, in general, more
committed to their positions in the financial services sector. It has been argued that female
Chartered Financial Analysts (CFAs) that are currently in the field are “less conformity-oriented
and more achievement-oriented than both male CFA members and women in the general
population” (Adams et al., 2016, p. 2). With regard to women entering the field, the authors
suggest there are gender barriers that are discouraging to women. It has also been suggested that
there is a math gap that can be associated with culture bias, that some women are less attracted to
competitive environments, and that finance is a profession that disproportionately rewards those
who work long and inflexible hours (Hooker, 2019). Given the demands of the other professions
mentioned, the disparity in gender within the financial planner and wealth management sector
cannot be explained simply by work-life balance issues or that students do not know that
financial planning is a degree now in many universities. Presumably, men would not know of the
relatively new major as well. There are no a priori reasons to assert that work-life balance issues

4

are greater for women in wealth advisory positions than for women in accounting, law, or many
other demanding professions, despite the acknowledged long work weeks that financial sector
executives are subjected to. In marketing and sales management, women occupy about 46% of
the positions (Boston Globe, 2017) despite having significantly more travel away from home
than financial professionals. Why do women apparently persist in these other professions in
percentages that are far higher than those in a lucrative field such as wealth management?
Wyman (2016) does posit one additional reason (alongside the lack of promotion or lack of
flexibility reasons) for the exodus of women in the sector, citing that “persistent sources of low
inclusion in culture affecting women such as invisible unconscious biases and traditional
assumptions” (p. 2), may be a cause. Additionally, Wyman (2020) points out the need to go
beyond diversity and consider the need to belong. I shall consider this aspect in future research
devoted to the psychological satisfaction of the construct, relatedness.
The McKinsey group offers some explanations for the reason why women do not
comprise the highest levels of management in financial services. They cite reasons such as
women claiming that they don’t want to deal with politics, not being interested in the work, not
wanting the pressure, and the lack of women role models, among others (Chin et al., 2018). More
telling, however, may be a quote in the same study from a women from Western Union who
claims that she has “witnessed women repeatedly gather together in groups without the presence
of men” (Chin et al., 2018, p. 21). The implicit claim here is that the women then deprive
themselves of valuable networking opportunities with potential sponsors. Of course, that
observation does not detail whether those opportunities to network with potential work sponsors
exist at all. The lack of sponsorship and promotional opportunities that may go along with not
networking may be related to aspects of social relatedness. This will be explored in a future
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analyses. Importantly, there have been many funded programs that point to the significance of
the problem. The NSF has invested greatly over the decades to help advance women in more
technical careers. Specifically, with respect to the areas of financial planning and wealth
management, it is the businesses and the associations which are funding major initiatives for
women. Nearly every local FPA Chapter has a women’s initiative. The Certified Financial
Planning (CFP) board has a program called WIN designated to promote women in financial
planning positions (CFP Board, 2020B). The Chartered Financial Analyst (CFA) institute has a
Women in Investment Management Initiative and offers scholarships targeted at women who are
planning on taking the CFA exam (CFA Institute, 2020). With respect to corporations, many if
not all of the large firms have women’s initiatives.
These initiatives typically have the main objective of having more women comprise their
financial advisory ranks. Raymond James has a women’s network and a lofty goal of achieving
50% women in their advisory ranks which is currently at about 14% (Mathews, 2019). UBS
seeks gender balance through their “Career Comeback” program (UBS.com, 2020). Morgan
Stanley maintains a “Women Without Limits” program, attempting to close the gender gap in the
area of personal finance (morganstanley.com, 2020). This list is just the tip of the iceberg and
clearly demonstrates that the industry and its various associations recognize the importance of
having women financial advisors and spends many millions to achieve job growth for women in
this domain. Success has been slow, as many of the programs will attest to (Mathews, 2019). The
issue of gender imbalance in financial services remains an issue and a priority for the profession.
In this study, I propose to gain an understanding of the drivers for turnover and commitment
among the wealth management sector of the financial sector that approaches the problem from a
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more positive psychology direction. Understanding these factors may yield clues about how to
retain both males and females that go beyond work-life balance arguments.
Business Case
In the previous section, I briefly explored the importance of the topic based on the
statistics which show that women are indeed a minority among the financial advisor network. I
also cited numerous association and corporate initiatives aimed at increasing the number of
women in the profession. The programs are in part diversity initiatives, but they also may
recognize that there are many women consumers that seek financial advice and some of those
may prefer to have a women advisor. This perspective aligns with legitimacy theory (Suchman,
1995) in that having a women advisor may enhance the acceptability of the planning firm among
potential clients. Moreover, 40% of the total global wealth is held by women and some of those
asset holders may want to have a woman advisor (Wyman, 2020). In addition to the importance
that society has placed upon having more women in executive and technical fields and the need
for having your employee demographics somewhat match your consumer base, there is a higher
order business case that has been made to advance women in leadership positions. In a recent
study (McKinsey, 2018) it was shown that companies in the top quartile for gender diversity on
executive teams were 21% more likely to outperform on profitability and 27% more likely to
demonstrate superior value creation (Chin et al., 2018). Francoeur et al. (2008) find that “firms
operating in complex environments that have a high proportion of women officers do experience
positive and significant monthly abnormal returns” (p. 83). They also find that companies that
have more women on corporate boards or on both corporate boards and top management do not
generate excess returns. However, these firms do keep up with the market returns (Francoeur et
al., 2008). There have been mixed research results regarding board diversity and firm

7

performance and there is no consensus on the relationship between women in leadership
positions and financial returns for firms (Hoobler et al., 2018). However, it has also been more
clearly shown that firms with CEOs that are female have attained a lower risk level as compared
to firms where the CEO is male (Khan & Vieito, 2013). This result is supported by a study by
Lenard et al. (2013). So, while this research seeks to help determine motivation of male and
female wealth managers within the framework of Self-determination theory, I specifically also
investigate for differences due to gender.
Research Questions
This study attempts to extend the extant research into motivation by addressing the
following main research questions:
•

RQ1A: What determinants are associated with wealth advisors’ consideration to leave their
financial planning firms?

•

RQ1B: What determinants are associated with wealth advisors’ affective commitment to their
financial planning firms?

•

RQ2: How do the determinants of financial planners’ retention or affective commitment differ
between males and females?
The field of work motivation is quite expansive and complex. I use quantitative methods
to address these primary questions and utilize both intrinsic and extrinsic constructs along with
planner characteristics in the modelling process. I am motivated by both practice and academic
reasons as I begin to determine how SDT theory applies in the financial service environment.
Research Design
My research approach is a primary cross-sectional research survey analyzed
quantitatively. I seek, utilizing Self-determination theory as the foundational theoretical
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framework, to ascertain key motivators for commitment to a financial advisory firm and key
factors determining turnover in that firm. The research was conducted via a national survey of
200 financial advisors (non-owners and non-principals). The unit of information is the individual
financial planner or advisor. At a macro level, we test key elements of SDT among financial
advisors. I hypothesize that various modalities of motivation within the autonomous regulation
framework will be correlated with my outcome variables. I check for a simplex structure of
correlation among the retained motivational constructs. I also hypothesize that supervisor
autonomy support will interact with autonomous motivation in its effect on turnover intention.
Finally, I hypothesize that males and females will not differ in terms of their determinants of
affective commitment and turnover intention, acknowledging that the genders may differ in
terms of their average levels of motivation type. Here, I integrate the psychological needs
satisfaction into the study to augment the motivational constructs and respondent descriptive
variables.
While all of the analysis is quantitative, I do follow a multi-stage approach. After basic
data screening and data analysis, the first major section of the research analysis focuses on
correlation analysis of all the variables, confirmation of the construct factors, and confirmation
of the autonomous motivation spectrum. To help answer RQ1A and RQ1B, in addition to the
bivariate analyses I use a structural equation model (SEM) among both males and females and
mediation analyses to test the conceptual model that was hypothesized. The conceptual model
goes a bit further than many that we have encountered in prior research, since it incorporates
what three endogenous variables (satisfaction at work, affective work commitment, and turnover
intention) to go along with the Self-determination exogenous variable inputs. I test the model via
SEM against the expected results and also against another model for goodness of fit (using
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several criterion). Finally, I conduct statistical testing and regression models to address RQ2. I
explore gender differences in each of the key variables and the aggregate variable of autonomous
motivation and constructs associated with controlled motivation. I model affective commitment
and turnover intention via regression and use a gender dummy variable to ascertain differences in
the models while controlling for variables such as tenure in the profession, the presence of
children in the household, education, and other respondent characteristics.
I view this research as a step in advancing a program to influence retention in the
profession. Intervention analysis and the creation and testing of a coaching artifact is also part of
my agenda for future work in this area.
Contribution of this Research
The major contributions of this research are:
1.

This will be the ﬁrst research to provide evidence for the roles that autonomy support and

autonomous motivation play in determining job retention and affective work commitment among
wealth advisors in the USA.
2.

The research also will be the first to examine possible gender differences in modelling

self-determination theory’s importance with respect to job commitment and retention among
wealth advisors.
3.

The first research to develop a structural equation model that defines the factors relating

to work satisfaction, affective work commitment and turnover intention in the wealth
management profession.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
This chapter aims to review the current literature available which is relevant to the research
questions that I posit. While the major theory that I discuss, SDT, has been in the literature for four
decades, I focus on the more recent literature in this area to inform our analyses, paying particular
attention to the work outcomes. The primary sources of the review are from peer reviewed journals.
However, out of necessity, I expand the category of sources to industry white papers, published
consultancy papers, articles, and conference publications. The expansion of the resources is most
prevalent in the discussion of the financial services industry.
I begin by briefly highlighting the larger field of motivation, including references to what
may now be considered in some cases as historical literature. The major contributions of
Maslow, Herzberg, Vroom, Porter and Lawler, and Hackman and Oldman are featured. I then
shift focus to two sub theories of SDT, namely Ryan and Deci’s cognitive evaluation theory
(CET) and organismic integration theory (OIT). The latter two references form the higher order
architecture for the more detailed sections that consider SDT, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation,
and SDT at work. The subject area of motivation is quite large, and I therefore do not deliberate
on all the theories. Specifically, I do not research the equity theory developed by Adams, nor
Skinner’s reinforcement theory. I continue by considering the large body of work that treats with
supervisor autonomy support, job satisfaction, affective commitment to one’s job, employee
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turnover, and the role of gender in SDT. Within each of the individual review areas, I consider,
when possible, the role that gender plays and its level of applicability to the present study.
The literature review concludes with an overview of the financial services industry as it
pertains to financial planners and the work that concerns women within that segment of the
industry. I review the literature with the research questions being primary. The literature searches
were done by section focusing on the variables included in the study and their relevancy
(primarily) within the work environment. I also focused on studies that provided empirical
evidence which sought to validate or invalidate the proposed models. While I maintained this
approach, it needed to be modified when I reached the section pertaining to the financial services
industry. In this section I review non-peer reviewed sources along with peer reviewed sources in
order to obtain an adequate framework from which to progress the work.
The outcome variables in this study are satisfaction at work, affective work commitment,
and turnover intention (these constructs are considered endogenous in the SEM analysis). Within
SEM modelling, I consider the exogenous variables to be autonomous and controlled motivation
(or their sub constructs). I consider supervisor autonomy support in our mediation and regression
analyses due to the positive impact it has been shown to have on autonomous motivation and the
outcome variables. Finally, outside of the SEM work, the three psychological needs (autonomy,
competence, and relatedness) and the role that gender plays in the motivation framework are
considered.
Motivation Theories
Employees who are highly motivated towards their work are likely to be persistent,
consistent, creative and productive, resulting in high quality and volumes of work (Amabile, 1993;
McBennett, 2017). Motivated employees help organizations survive (Lindner, 1998). Motivation
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has been defined as those forces within an individual that push or propel them to satisfy basic needs
or wants (York, 1976; Pardee, 1990). There exists no integrative theory of motivation
(Savolainen, 2018). However, there have been many major theories proposed and tested.
Maslow’s Theory
Maslow (1943) believed that motivation was driven by unmet needs. The basic human
needs formed a hierarchy that a person progressed through as each need was satisfied. The hierarchy
included five basic needs, with physiological needs forming the foundation, followed by safety,
belonging, self-esteem, and finally self-actualization. Maslow’s five stage model was expanded in
1970 to include cognitive and aesthetic needs and later transcendence needs (McLeod, 2007).
Maslow (1968) ranks love and the belongingness needs in the middle of his motivational
hierarchy. The need for belongingness gets satisfied after basics such as hunger and safety, but in
the hierarchy they take precedence over esteem and self-actualization (Baumeister & Leary,
1995). Related concepts are found between Maslow’s need-based theory and the later theories of
Deci and Ryan. Leary’s statement about belongingness is important when considering Selfdetermination theory and its claim that social relatedness (akin to belongingness) is a crucial
need that must be met if people are to grow. Likewise, it is also important to consider that
Maslow believed that human motivation is based on people seeking fulfillment and change
through personal growth (Mcleod, 2007).
It is manifest in SDT that human beings have a natural inclination toward psychological
growth and well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The theories diverge in the sense that Maslow
believed in need progression while SDT considers that higher order needs can be met without
being contingent on other needs being met (Rasskazova, Ivanova, & Sheldon, 2016). That is, the
three basic needs to be considered in SDT can be met in parallel and a person’s sense of

13

fulfillment is improved as the three needs are satisfied. Indeed, there have been comparisons and
syntheses of the two theories considered (Rasskazova, et al., 2016; Patrick, 2014; Pittman,
2007). Maslow is in a sense a positive psychologist and it should not be too surprising that his
theory bears some resemblance to SDT. It has been suggested that SDT shares its empirical
approach and view on individuals’ well-being and behavior with the general positive psychology
movement (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, & De Witter,
2008). Unlike much of Deci and Ryan’s theory, Maslow’s theory has not had the benefit of
substantial empirical substantiation. For instance, Hall and Nougaim (1968) found no strong
evidence to support Maslow’s hierarchy in a five year study of managers. In a review of the
literature through 1976, it was shown that the hierarchical theory of Maslow received little clear
support (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976). Researchers discovered that while fulfillment of the needs was
strongly correlated with happiness, it was reported that self-actualization and social needs were
important even when many of the most basic needs were unfulfilled (Deiner, 1999; Cherry,
2014). In that sense then, Maslow’s idea of the universal needs has support, although support for
the hierarchy is elusive (Cherry, 2020). Maslow’s theory is a content theory and is viewed
presently as historical and too simplistic to be applied directly to work motivation situations.
Herzberg’s Two Factor Model
Frederick Herzberg (1959) proposed a new theory of motivation which is known by a
variety of names. These include the two-factor model, motivation-hygiene theory and the dual
structure model. Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory (1966, 1982, 1991; Herzberg, Mausner &
Snyderman, 1959) challenged the status quo in motivation work and is one of the most
controversial theories in the history of management research (see Sachau, 2007, among others).
Herzberg proposed two factors influencing motivation at work – hygiene factors that demotivate
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when they are inappropriate, and motivators that sustain effort (Bassett‐Jones & Lloyd,
2005). The two factors can also be viewed as having the two psychological dimensions:
satisfaction–no satisfaction and dissatisfaction–no dissatisfaction (Sachau, 2007). That is, one
can be satisfied with motivators (achievement, recognition, work itself, personal growth, and
advancement) and also satisfied with the hygiene factors (salary, status, security, personal life,
policies, supervision, working conditions, and interpersonal relationships), or of course
dissatisfied with one or the other, or both. Today we would categorize Herzberg’s list of
motivators as a mix of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators and his list of hygiene factors or
dissatisfiers as more of a list of extrinsic motivators, barriers to work satisfaction, and one
intrinsic item – relatedness.
An early empirical test of the two-factor model concluded that the concepts of “satisfiers”
and “dissatisfiers” does not represent the manner in which job satisfaction variables operate
(Ewen, Smith, & Hulin, 1966). Other studies also contradict or supplant Herzberg’s model
(Schroder, 2008; Ondrack, 1974; Ogunlana & Chang, 1998; see Stello, 2011 for review). The
Herzberg approach suggests that factors that lead to job satisfaction are primarily intrinsic
(Pardee, 1990). In line with Herzberg’s predictions, factors associated with intrinsic satisfaction
play a more important part than factors such as money (Bassett‐Jones & Lloyd, 2005). There are
also strong correlations between the two-factor theory and recent research in intrinsic motivation
(Sachau, 2007; Stello 2011). Sachau (2007) concludes his comprehensive review of the twofactor theory by noting that this theory as strictly defined by Herzberg is not true. However, he
continues to theorize that the theory can still be the basis for sound managerial principles.
Moreover, if managers want their employees to find their jobs interesting, they should not use
money as a motivator (Sachau, 2007). I would add that the correlations noted with intrinsic
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motivation and Herzberg’s own arguments suggesting that work satisfaction is more dependent
on intrinsic motivators create a good argument for the importance, if not the application, of his
work.
Vroom’s Expectancy Theory
The expectancy theory of Vroom, (1964) has held a major place in the study of work
motivation (Van Erde & Thierry, 1996). Vroom (1964) defines motivation as a process governing
choice among alternative forms of voluntary activities, a process controlled by the individual.
The concept of an expectancy value model goes back at least as far as the learning theory work
of Lewin (1935) and Tolman (1932). The expectancy assumption in Vroom’s theory states that
people are capable of calculating costs and benefits in choosing among alternative courses of
action (Stecher, 2007). Vroom’s theory of motivation focuses on outcomes which are quite
unlike Maslow’s needs-based theory and, as we shall subsequently see, is unlike Deci and
Ryan’s focus on the satisfaction of three primary human needs. Later modifications to
expectancy theory become foundational for SDT. In this theory, Motivation (Force) is viewed as
Expectancy * Instrumentality * Valence or mathematically M= E×I×V. The basic flow of the
expectancy theory, along with what the variables represent, is provided in Figure 3.

Expectancy

Effort

1) Will my effort
lead to high
performance?

X

Instrumentality

Performance

2) Will
performance lead
to outcomes?

X

Valence

Rewards

3) Do I find the
outcomes
desirable?

Figure 3. Expectancy Theory. *
*Adapted from Penn State PSYCH 484: Work Attitudes and Job Motivation (2017)
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Testing of the expectancy model of motivation has yielded mixed results (Lawler III &
Suttle, 1973). A meta-analysis of Vroom’s expectancy model (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996) also
contained mixed results, and found that the studies did not increase the understanding of
motivated behavior.
Lawler and Porter
Vroom’s work was modified by Lawler and Porter in 1968. They considered the quality of
the valence (rewards) as being important to motivation. Their model is quite a bit more complex
than the previous expectancy model and considers both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, as well as
worker ability, job role perceptions, job performance, and eventually job satisfaction. Lawler and
Porter believe that the expenditure of an individual’s effort will be determined by expectations
that an outcome may be attained, and the degree of value placed on an outcome in the person’s
mind (Pinder, 1984; Isaac, Zerbe, & Pitt, 2001). The instrumentality under Porter and Lawler is
now considered the performance-reward probability and expectancy becomes the effortperformance probability. The latter two form what Porter and Lawler term the effort-reward
probability (Heneman & Schwab, 1972). The theory (sometimes known as VIE theory) links the
reward type to job satisfaction; however, the model has been viewed as being centered in an
exchange relationship and therefore focuses on the extrinsic reward elements (Leonard,
Beauvais, & Scholl, 1999; Isaac, Zerbe, & Pitt, 2001). The use of the rewards types (intrinsic and
extrinsic) foreshadows the usage of the terms and concepts in SDT. In that theory, however, the
word intrinsic is used to define a type of motivation that is comprised of three needs that are
viewed as fundamental.
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Hackman and Oldman’s Job Characteristics Model
Hackman and Oldman’s job characteristics model (1975, 1976, 1980) argued essentially
that enriched or complex jobs are associated with increased job satisfaction, motivation, and
work performance (Fried & Ferris, 1987).
There are five job characteristics in the model: skill variety, task identity, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback. There are three proposed psychological states that
contribute to higher motivation among employees. These are the meaningfulness of work (work
is meaningful in and of itself), responsibility (one has certain amount of freedom to be successful
at their job), and knowledge of results (workers need access to outcomes to learn and to further
the perception of meaningfulness of the work). The first three of the characteristics relate to the
meaningfulness of the work, while autonomy maps to responsibility and feedback maps to
knowledge of outcomes. The meaningfulness of work construct is part of what SDT considers as
intrinsic motivation. The model is depicted below in Figure 4.

Figure 4. The Job Characteristics Model.
A motivating potential score (as an index) is calculated from the information as follows:
MPS = (skill variety + task identity + task significance) / 3 * autonomy * feedback.
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The sub scores are derived from a survey of individuals using a tool developed by
Hackman and Oldman (1974) called the Job Diagnostic Survey. The lower the score, the less the
feeling of intrinsic motivation (Janse, 2020). The model is modified by also considering
moderators, such as skill and knowledge level, growth need (how much an employee desires to
grow), and context. The first moderator will become analogously familiar within SDT as it
anticipates the intrinsic need for competency. The context moderator is comprised of what we
would consider under SDT as extrinsic motivators (such as pay, benefit, and security). It also
includes the context of the type of management one receives. A form of this context is
considered in SDT as supervisor autonomy support. That is, the work environment one
encounters (i.e., manager support) can facilitate or hinder one’s intrinsic motivation to
accomplish a job.
Wall et al. (1978) replicated a study by Hackman and Oldman and conducted their own
investigation of the validity of the job characteristics model. They found in a path analysis that
both their own work and the work of Hackman and Oldman did not fit the original model (Wall
et al., 1978). Similarly, in a meta-analysis of the model conducted by Fried and Ferris (1987), it
was concluded that the model of Hackman and Oldham’s has received modest support.
Specifically, they found little support for a five-factor model, although they did find that multi
dimensionality is necessary. They also concluded that the effects of job characteristics on work
performance vary as a function of individual or situational differences and that the job
characteristics do correlate with job outcomes.
Cognitive Evaluation Theory and Organismic Integration Theory
I now consider two other theories of motivation, CET and OIT, both of which are direct
precursors and subsets of our main theoretical focus – Self-determination theory. CET (Deci,
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1975; Deci & Ryan, 1980) offers a theory to help explain how outside influences and factors can
affect intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is here defined as primarily a person’s sense of
autonomy and competence. A well-studied aspect of CET is its offering of explanations as to
why extrinsic rewards (those rewards that are reliant on a separable outcome) can decrease
intrinsic motivation. This phenomenon had been observed in many early experiments following
the initial ones conducted by Deci (such as the Soma puzzle), and many other researchers
(Rummel & Feinberg, 1988; Wiersma, 1992). When no extrinsic reward was offered for the
solving of a puzzle for instance, researchers found the subjects using their free time to solve the
puzzle (during breaks or planned experimental interruptions). Conversely when being paid to do
the puzzle, subjects stopped solving it when the payment was no longer forthcoming. Deci
(1975) explained this phenomenon with cognitive evaluation theory. He assumed a person’s
perceived locus of causality and feelings of competency determine their level of intrinsic
motivation (Wiersma, 1992). According to cognitive evaluation theory, people are sometimes
intrinsically motivated to complete tasks (Moss, 2012). The theory focuses on the aspects of a
person’s perceived competency and perceived autonomy with respect to the task at hand.
The theory was evolved by Deci and Ryan, (1980) and they asserted that external
influences such as reward and communication can serve two purposes: informational and
controlling (Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 1983). It has been argued that the controlling aspect can
be defined as the person being pressured toward specified outcomes (Ryan, Mims, & Koestner,
1983).
Within CET, extrinsic rewards have been much studied to help explain why they might have
detrimental effects on intrinsic motivation. The effect is also known as the overjustification effect or
motivational crowding out. The rewards studied often have been operationalized in the form of
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money but also have included symbolic or verbal awards. Studies that utilized money as the reward
had mixed results with respect to the substantiation of CET (Rummel & Feinberg, 1988). Along
with Deci (1972), Pinder (1976) finds support for the CET hypothesis and concludes that intrinsic
and extrinsic incentives are not additive in determining attitudes and behavior. In a classic study
among children, (Lepper & Greene, 1970), results supported the prediction that subjects in the
expected-award condition would show less subsequent intrinsic interest (in a comparison against
other control groups). Many others have also had positive results with respect to the
substantiation of the overjustification effect (Vallerand & Reid, 1984; Rummel & Feinberg,
1988). In a review of the literature and a parallel study, Ryan et al. (1983) find that, in general,
rewards tend to have a controlling influence and may serve to undermine intrinsic motivation.
They also find that performance-contingent rewards can vary in their impact depending on
whether the rewards are communication or controlling oriented.
However, some studies have not found the expected interaction between extrinsic
rewards and intrinsic motivation. In a non-parametric experimental study, Farr et al. (1977) did
not observe the interactive effect on intrinsic motivation. Likewise, Fisher (1979), in a study of
psychiatric patients, found little evidence for the presence of overjustification effects in token
economies. Harackiewicz et al. (1984) showed that reward enhanced intrinsic motivation relative
to no reward controls in a gaming study. Other studies have had results that are non-supportive
of an overjustification effect (Rummel & Feinberg, 1988).
Research completed with other non-monetary rewards (such as verbal feedback) also have
been viewed as having mixed results with respect to the adequacy of CET as a motivational theory
(Rummel & Feinberg, 1988). In an interesting work-related case, Lopez (1981) found that
performance-contingent bonuses increase both performance and intrinsic motivation. The two
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motivators were not additive, but the reward level had a positive effect on the intrinsic score.
Harackiewicz and Sansone (2000), although generally supportive of the overjustification
hypothesis, also demonstrated that symbolic properties of rewards can increase intrinsic
motivation.
Finally, several meta-analyses have been conducted in this area. Rummel and Feinberg
(1988) conclude in a sample of 45 studies, that extrinsic rewards do have a detrimental effect on
intrinsic motivation. Deci, Koestner and Ryan (1999A) in a meta-analyses of 128 studies (including
other meta-analyses) find that engagement-contingent, completion-contingent, and performancecontingent rewards significantly undermine free-choice intrinsic motivation. Tang and Hall
(1995), in a meta-analysis of fifty experiments of the overjustification effect, also conclude that
this effect has been consistently demonstrated in situations where it should have been expected to
occur. To summarize, verbal rewards had a significant positive effect on intrinsic motivation and
tangible rewards had a significant negative effect on intrinsic motivation for interesting tasks
(Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999A). A brief summary of theories concerning the effects of
extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation is provided in Table 1 of this paper.
OIT is a sub-theory of SDT developed by Deci and Ryan (1985, 2000) to explain the
different ways extrinsically motivated behavior is regulated (a continuum of self-determination).
The theory argues that extrinsic motivation depends on the extent to which autonomy is present
(Ackerman, 2020). Deci and Ryan (2002) have assumed that it is possible to be autonomously
extrinsically motivated. Organismic integration theory examines that assumption. OIT is one of
the five key principles of Self-determination theory (Vansteenkiste et al., 2010; Moss, 2016).
A meta-analysis of OIT in the sports sector supports the existence of a self-determination
continuum for extrinsically motivated behavior (Chatzisarantis, 2003). The correlations form a
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pattern across the different types of extrinsic motivation that suggests different levels of
autonomy and control. The patterns conform to a simplex-ordered structure (Chatzisarantis et al.,
2003). Many other studies in varying fields have been conducted with respect to the efficacy of
SDT with organismic integration theory’s efficacy being contained within those studies.
A more in-depth review of the literature pertaining to extrinsic motivation and the continuum of
relative self-determination is provided in the extrinsic motivation section of this paper and the
continuum scheme is depicted in Figure 7.
Theoretical Framework – Self Determination Theory
SDT has its origins within the seminal 1985 work on motivation by Deci and Ryan,
although the earliest references to what is now a part of SDT appear to be from White, (1959) in
his discussion of competence as a motivator and Angyal in his 1941 treatise, Foundations for a
Science of Personality, which contains early work on autonomy. SDT is “an empirically based
theory of human motivation, development, and wellness” (Deci & Ryan, 2008B, p. 182).
According to Wallendar (2016), in the field of motivation, SDT as a theory has evolved from the
“cybernetic approach, with classic studies by Atkinson (1964) and Vroom (1964)” (p. 10). The
overall theory is viewed as having evolved from the earliest studies of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations to become a more macro theory of human motivation (Deci et al., 2017). This macro
theory is comprised of mini theories that evolved over several decades. It is axiomatic within the
theory that humans have a natural inclination toward psychological growth and well-being. This
growth can be hindered or facilitated based on environmental factors (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Van
den Broeck et al., 2016). The starting point for SDT is its organismic dialectic meta-theory (Deci
& Vansteenkiste, 2004). In the theory, individuals are viewed as being growth oriented and
interact with their environment (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, & De Witte, 2008). The major
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thrust of SDT is that humans can be optimally motivated and improve well-being when three
psychological needs are met (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). The three psychological needs are
identified as competence, relatedness, and autonomy.
Ryan, in his University of Missouri Lectures (Mizzou Visual Productions, 2016), defines
competence as one’s “sense of effectance & competence in one’s context.” In those lectures, he
also defines relatedness as the sense of having feelings of connectedness with others and having
a feeling that one belongs with others. Autonomy’s interpretation in the SDT context can be
problematic. In these same lectures Ryan summarizes its definition by arguing that autonomy is
essentially endorsing the thing that one does. More specifically, he states that autonomy is
“behavior that is in accord with abiding values and interests; actions are self-endorsed;
congruence between implicit and explicit motives” (Mizzou Visual Productions, 2016), Ryan
accentuates that autonomy does not mean independence, nor is it an act of individualism, and it
can involve external stimuli. Arguments have been made that the need for autonomy may have
cultural context. Iyengar and Lepper (1999) suggested that cultural values for autonomy might be
in conflict with those for relatedness (Chirkov et al., 2003). Fan (1997) claims that the “Western
principle of autonomy demands self‐determination, assumes a subjective conception of the good
and promotes the value of individual independence, whilst the East Asian principle of autonomy
requires family‐determination, presupposes an objective conception of the good and upholds the
value of harmonious dependence.” (p. 309)
However, it was found in studies of the automobile manufacturing industry in India that
participants were in themselves very self-determined, and along with this comes intrinsic
motivation and positive outcomes such as work satisfaction and commitment (Thaper, 2016). In
2003, Chirkov et al. found that while individuals from different cultures (including South Korea,
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Turkey and Russia) internalize their own cultural practices, the relative autonomy of the individual’s
motivation for certain practices can predict well-being. At present, Deci persists with the research
and the foundational tenet that the three needs, including autonomy, are fundamental and universal
(Brainwaves, 2016). Indeed, the research in the area of self-determination has become well
developed and continues to build from the theory that the three intrinsic needs are universal.
One of the key differentiating features of SDT is that the focus of this theory is not based on
quantity of motivation but on the type of motivation that drives the individual. At a higher level,
SDT differentiates between autonomous motivation and controlled motivation (Ryan & Deci,
2008A). Gagné and Deci (2005) believe the is the relative strength of autonomous motivation
compared to controlled motivation that differentiates the theory. Deci defines autonomous
motivation as describing what you are doing (irrespective of the activity) when you are feeling
that you have choice and are doing something from your own volition (Brainwaves, 2016). The
research has developed to consider autonomous motivation as the combination of intrinsic
motivation and a sub-segment of extrinsic motivation called internalized extrinsic motivation. It
is the satisfaction of the autonomy, relatedness and competence psychological needs that
promotes autonomous motivation (Deci, Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017).
Controlled motivation has been classically seen as being motivated to get an end reward
or to avoid punishment (Deci, 2017). It encompasses the motivation that is present when the
intrinsic motivation (e.g., interesting, challenging work, for instance) is removed from the
motivation equation. Individual motivations can be complex and can usually involve both forms
of motivation. As a consequence, the differentiation of autonomous and controlled forms of
motivation underpinning action has its own taxonomy (Hagger, 2014). The taxonomy developed
by Ryan and Connell (1989) was conceptualized to be a continuum ranging from the most
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autonomous to the most controlling forms (Hagger et al., 2014). Intrinsic motivation is viewed as
the most autonomous form of motivation (comprising autonomy, relatedness, and competence),
while external regulation is at the opposite end of the spectrum and is viewed as the most
controlling form of extrinsic motivation. A model of the continuum was developed by Deci and
Ryan (2008A). We created an adaptation of continuum in Figure 5. I utilize an adaptation of this
continuum and its constructs in the present analysis. A deeper review of this topic is provided in
the section of the paper dealing with extrinsic motivation.
Least Self-Determined

Amotivation
NonRegulation

Most Self-Determined

Extrinsic Motivation
External
Regulation

Introjected
Regulation

Identified
Regulation

Intrinsic Motivation
Integrated
Regulation

Intrinsic
Regulation

Figure 5. Types of Self-Determination Motivation and the Continuum of Relative SelfDetermination. *
*Figure 5 adapted From Deci and Ryan, 2008
Individuals appear to have a strong need for self-determination (Ng & Sears, 2010;
McBennett, 2017). In fact, in a study of 123 countries across cultural regions, the three needs of
SDT have been highly associated with positive and negative feelings of subjective well-being
(Tay & Diener, 2011). It has been established that this is in part due to the role that satisfaction
of the three needs plays in creating feelings of well-being in many areas (Kasser & Ryan, 1993;
1996). It has been shown that a relationship between satisfaction of intrinsic goals and enhanced
well-being is positive (Reis et al., 2000). Conversely in the same studies it was found that
investment or success in utilizing extrinsic goals could detract from well-being (Reis et al.,
2000). Those authors also find support for the relevance of the three basic needs – autonomy,
competence and relatedness – to emotional well-being. This creates the linkage for the relevance
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of satisfying the three basic needs as motivators. When these motivators are satisfied, people
perceive themselves as having a better overall sense of well-being.
SDT has been applied to many business fields including health services, sports,
education, banking, and several general or mixed domains such as general labor. It has also been
applied to human relationships (Weinstein, 2014). SDT’s key elements of autonomous and
controlled motivation have been successfully utilized as predictors of well-being and
performance outcomes in the workplace. These outcomes include: hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing (Gillet et al., 2012), turnover intention (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Gagné, 2013), job satisfaction
(Gillet et al., 2013), performance evaluation (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004), affective work
commitment (Chang, Leach, & Anderman, 2015), organizational commitment (Gagné &
Koestner, 2002; Gagné et al., 2004), work engagement (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004), and health
behaviors (Hagger et al., 2014) among others.
Intrinsic Motivation
SDT is comprised of autonomous motivation and controlled motivation. Within this
context, motivation is viewed as a continuum on a spectrum as was shown in Figure 5. The most
self-regulated form of autonomous motivation is intrinsic regulation. Here the motivation to do
work, for instance, is manifest in the pleasure and enjoyment the worker feels when working.
Intrinsic regulation is dependent upon the satisfaction of a person’s need for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. SDT defines these needs as nutriments that are essential for
people’s survival, growth, and integrity (Ryan et al., 1996; Deci et al., 2001). Intrinsic
motivation was ﬁrst researched in experimental studies of animal behavior (White, 1959; Ryan &
Deci, 2000A). White (1959) introduces the concept of competence as part of motivational theory.
He mentions various kinds of higher animal and human child behaviors such as learning to walk
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or learning to grasp objects as being an interaction with the surrounding environment that he
terms effective. These interactions in turn are labeled competencies. “Competence motivation as
well as competence in its more familiar sense of ones capacity in a certain area is what is viewed
as being associated with effective interaction in the environment (White, 1959, emphasis in
original). Moreover, White believed that the behavior was persistent and self-selected. It was not
necessarily primary drives that determined the behavior, rather it satisfied an intrinsic need to
cope with the environment (White, 1959). The striving to develop the competencies in the
aforementioned activities are viewed partly as occurring for their own sake, or in their own right
(White, 1959). White here is speaking to a new type of motivation which is labeled effectance
motivation. However, while White does not refer to a need for competence (or effectance), he
does refer to an intrinsic need with respect to an environment (Moller & Deci, 2014). DeCharms
(1968) emphasizes that man’s motivational tendency is to create positive changes in the
environment, and to be the causal agent (Deci & Moller, 2005). Thus, he underscores the selfdetermining aspects of human motivation (today referred to as autonomy), while White is
primarily concerned with the role of competence in affecting the environment. Deci treats the
two explicitly as two separate needs in 1980 in order to reconcile the empirical data that had
been published in the earlier decade (Deci & Moller, 2005; Elliot & Dweck, 2013).
Competency as part of the construct of intrinsic motivation is viewed as requiring
“succeeding at optimally challenging tasks and attaining desired outcomes” (Deci et al., 2001EB,
p. 931). White’s research conceptualized the positive correlation between intrinsic motivation
and competence. Decades later, Harackiewicz and Sansone (2000) hypothesize that when
competency in an activity is emphasized people will become more intrinsically motivated (Deci
& Moller, 2005; Elliot & Dweck, 2014). Deci (2005) argues that although an emphasis on the
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feedback (such as competency feedback) may result in a human “identifying with the activity,” it
does not mean that a person will become more intrinsically motivated to perform that activity.
This is a subtle argument and one that will be discussed more broadly in this literature review in
the section on extrinsic motivation and the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation. Many studies have shown that there is a correlation between competence and
intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Harter, 1981; Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield et al., 1997;
Spinath & Steinmayr, 2008). In an early study in the sports domain (Vallerand & Reid,1984),
reveal a mediating effect of perceived competence on intrinsic motivation. Here, positive
competency feedback was associated with increases in perceived competence and intrinsic
motivation. Losier and Vallerand (1994) find empirical evidence (in a limited sports domain
study) of a temporal effect between competence and intrinsic motivation. They concluded that
there was partial support for perceived competence being a significant factor in self determined
motivation and that perceptions of competence are an important factor of self-determined
behavior, given a natural setting (Losier & Vallerand, 1994). It should be noted that in the
domain of education, Spinath and Steinmayr (2007) find little longitudinal correlation between
intrinsic motivation and positive competence beliefs.
The concept of competence is viewed as a starting place for understanding intrinsic
motivation (Moller & Deci, 2014). Competence is now viewed (along with autonomy) as being
central in terms of facilitating motivation (Vallerand, 2000).
The genesis of modern motivation research in what is now called the intrinsic need for
autonomy is credited to Heider (1958) and De Charms (1968) (Ryan & Connell, 1989). Prior to
their works, Angyal in 1941 researched in this area and suggested that a characteristic of a living
organism is its need for autonomy (Wehmeyer et al., 2018). DeCharms claims that there is a
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“distinction within personal causation or intentional behavior between an internal PLOC
[personal locus of causality], in which the actor is perceived as an ‘origin’ of his or her behavior,
and an external PLOC, in which the actor is seen as a ‘pawn’ to heteronomous forces” (Ryan &
Connell, 1989, p. 749, emphasis in original). A common thread across many of the operational
definitions of autonomy involves a person’s ability to choose and to be the determiner of their
activities and actions.
Behavior that is autonomous is associated with acting from the self. An early study
among children suggests that the integration of learning is more likely to occur when the
conditions of the learning is operating under higher perceived locus of control – that is, when
autonomy of learning is present (Grolnick et al., 1987). However, autonomous behavior is not
limited to only those areas that are perceived to originate with the actor. According to Ryan and
Deci (2004), even when actions are influenced by outside sources, the actors concur with those
influences, feeling both initiative and value with regard to them. Therefore, autonomous
behavior can include those actions that may be influenced by others or by goals; however, the
person has in some sense absorbed the influences and makes them their own. As Ryan in 2016
explained it, there is a congruence between implicit and explicit motive. Autonomy is about
“endorsing the thing that you do” (Mizzou Visual Productions, 2016). This is what is considered
being self-determined and it is consistent with DeCharms’ views concerning the internal
perceived locus of causality (Deci & Ryan, 1995).
There have been many studies over the past two decades that provide empirical evidence
of the saliency of autonomy to the satisfaction of intrinsic motivation and other constructs such
as well-being. These studies include, for instance, Gagné, Ryan, and Bargmann (2003); Reis et
al. (2000); Dysvik, Kuvaas, and Gagné (2013); Thompson and Prottas (2006); Vansteenkiste et
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al. (2007); Vansteenkiste and Ryan (2013); Chen et al. (2015b); Chirkov et al. (2003); and Yu,
Levesque-Bristol, and Maeda (2017). Employees who are intrinsically motivated have personal
growth that are higher than others and these workers feel a greater sense of engagement and
freedom (Vansteenkiste et al., 2007).
Chen et al. (2015b) argue that each of the three need states contribute to the prediction
of well-being “uniquely” and that if the needs are not met they contribute also uniquely to the
prediction of ill-being. A 2017 meta-analytic study added further support to the hypothesis that
there is a positive relationship between autonomy and subjective well-being (Yu et al., 2017).
This study also concludes that that there is evidence for the universality of autonomy as a
fundamental need.
The concept of autonomy being one of the universal and essential psychological needs
that must be satisfied in order to experience psychological well-being and psychological growth
is not without controversy. Numerous psychologists and psychological research dispute that
autonomy is a fundamental human need. Autonomy is the most controversial of the three
hypothesized needs (Ryan, 2016).
Most of the controversy is centered around the word universal. According to Deci and
Ryan (2016), autonomy is a basic universal need. Others have argued that psychological needs are
cultural constructions that reﬂect differences in cultural values (Chen et al., 2015B). Their
arguments are focused on the concept that Western cultures tend to be more individualistic as
opposed to, for instance, the more collectivistic cultures of the East. That is, conformity is more
valued than independence in the Eastern Cultures and therefore, autonomy is not a fundamental
need. Iyengar and Lepper (1999) argue that “individuals from some cultures may actually prefer
to have choices made for them by significant others” (p. 354). They provide empirical evidence
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among children testifying to this effect. Their study is refuted by Chirkov et al. (2003) on the
basis than the Iyengar and Lepper analysis suffers from the conflating of autonomy with
individualism and independence. Chirkov et al. (2003) assert that within SDT, “the opposite of
autonomy is not dependence but rather heteronomy, in which one’s actions are experienced as
controlled by forces that are phenomenally alien to the self” (p. 98). Many more recent studies
weigh in on the side of autonomy being a fundamental universal human need.
As cited earlier in this paper, Chirkov et al. (2003) found evidence across four cultures
that the need for autonomy was present and consistent. Chen et al. (2015b) also conclude that
within their sampling frame (university students) the three needs appear to be universal. Nalipay,
King, and Cai (2020) conclude that SDT is relevant across cultures. They also claim that there
are important cultural variations, such as greater importance of competence support in the West
(Nalipay, King, & Cai, 2020).
The two needs of competence and autonomy were found to have “empirically
distinguishable effects, demonstrating that they are not reducible to each other” (Reis et al.,
2000, p. 421). While they are not reducible to each other, in order to have a high level of intrinsic
motivation a person must be satisfied from both competence and autonomy perspectives (Ryan
& Deci, 2000).
The third essential nutrient, relatedness, requires a sense of mutual respect, caring, and
reliance with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Harlow, 1958). In their early work on
belongingness, Baumeister and Leary (1995) conclude that people require positive interactions
and they need these positive interaction to persist over time. They consider the need to have
these interpersonal attachments as fundamental within a metatheoretical requirements framework
in the field of human motivation. Moreover, they provide a summary of empirical evidence to
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support their claim that relatedness is fundamental and nearly universal in humans (Baumeister
& Leary, 1995). Finally, they view a deficit of belongingness to be associated with both
psychological and physical health problems.
Building upon this work and others Deci and Ryan (2000) view the lack of relatedness as
unfavorable to well-being. They hypothesize that intrinsic motivation would be is more likely to
grow where the contexts provide relatedness and a sense of security (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The
research cited by them to support their hypothesis has as its domain children and students.
According to Deci and Ryan (2008A), research has supported the claim that in feelings of
security in dyadic relationships relatedness need satisfaction contributes significantly (see also
La Guardia et al., 2000). In an empirical study of university students, Reis et al. (2000) find that
relatedness was positively correlated with two positive outcomes of well-being (vitality and
positive affect) and not with the possible negative outcomes that were studied. They also
conclude that relatedness was associated with several forms of social activity that enhance
intimate involvement with others and that relatedness is positively correlated with emotional
well-being. The negative consequences from a lack of physical and psychological well-being are
viewed as universal across cultures by others (Moller, Deci, & Elliot, 2010, citing DeLongis,
Folkman & Lazarus, 1988; Goodwin et al., 1987; Kiecolt et al., 1984; Myers, 1992). Moller et al.
(2010) also found from three studies, consistent support for a positive association between
person-level relatedness and the incremental value of additional relatedness. Therefore, not only
is relatedness integral to need satisfaction, it also can be strengthened through incremental
improvements. Unfortunately, if people do value relatedness, continuous thwarting or rejection
can also lead to lesser feeling of relatedness. It has been suggested that people may not have their
need for relatedness satisfied because they do not get the opportunity to actually relate to others
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due to being isolated (Moller et al., 2010). This suggestion is considered in my future research
plans. Moller et al. (2010) found that when people experienced little satisfaction of the
relatedness need, they tended to value it less, even though its satisfaction is essential for daily
well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2008B). Deci and Ryan (2004) claim that humans have “a tendency
toward integration as involving both autonomy (tending toward inner organization and holistic
self-regulation) and homonomy (tending toward integration of oneself with others)” (p. 4). Thus,
the three needs – competency, autonomy, and relatedness – are together viewed as necessary to
have higher intrinsic motivation.
The need for belonging is one of the oldest concepts in psychology (Moller, 2007).
Despite the more recent researched viewpoint that relatedness is one of the nutrients that people
need in order to improve their personal well-being, the role of relatedness in SDT has been
viewed as less central and more distal as compared to that of autonomy and competence (Deci &
Ryan, 1991; Vallerand, 2000). Theories of human motivation and development have all
incorporated an innate process by which people seek to establish and maintain satisfying
connections with other persons (see the overview by Reis & Patrick, 1996; Reis et al., 2000).
While the literature on relatedness itself is long, the list of papers dealing with relatedness within
SDT is somewhat sparse in comparison to that for autonomy. Peer reviewed research in the area
of concern in this dissertation, wealth management, is non-existent or nearly so. A summary of
the basic intrinsic motivation needs is provided in Figure 6.
To summarize, intrinsic motivation and regulation represent a specific type of the
autonomous motivation construct. Autonomous motivation refers to activities for which the
motivation lies within the behavior or act itself (Deci et al., 2017).
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Self-Determination
Theory (work)

Competence:
Desire to feel effective in
interacting with environment
at work

Humans' Three Basic
Psychological needs

Relatedness:
Need to be connected with
others and have close
relationships with others at
work

Autonomy:
Regulation by the self,
Need to control the course
of life/work

Figure 6. Basic Human Needs. *
* Adapted from https://positivepsychology.com/self-determination-theory/ Based on Deci &
Ryan (2000A),; Baumeister & Leary, (1995); Ryan & Deci, (2006).
Extrinsic Motivation
Extrinsic motivation theory requires that an activity be done for a separable outcome.
This outcome can be as obvious as a tangible reward (e.g., a promotion at work, increased salary,
or increased political power). It also can be nuanced and includes behaviors such as avoidance of
a reprimand or avoidance of judgement.
SDT with its macro orientation has as one of its subsets organismic integration theory
(OIT). OIT was formulated to include the different forms and regulating contexts of extrinsic
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000A). The theory is a subset of SDT. The concept of extrinsic
regulation and the continuum of its forms is of great importance in the motivational literature.
The continuum is primarily based on the level of internalization that a person acts upon in terms
of their motivation. The more internalized, the more autonomous is the behavior. Figure 7
provides the detailed conceptual framework for the extrinsic motivation continuum.
The types of motivation form a continuum of from amotivation (left) to the most
autonomous form of motivation, intrinsic (on right of chart). Motivation implies an intention to
act while amotivation is the absence of intentionality (Gagné, 2005). According to Ryan and
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Deci (2000A), there are five classifications of “motivated behavior” (not counting amotivation). I
have considered intrinsic motivation in the previous section and will incorporate amotivation as
part of the analysis in this research study. The locus of causality is segmented into three
categories or orientations: autonomous (internal), controlled (external), and impersonal. Our
major modeling emphasis is placed on autonomous versus the aspects of controlled motivation.
The Self-Determination Continuum Showing Types of Motivation with their Regulatory
Styles and Loci of Causality

Motivation

Regulatory Styles

Perceived Locus
of Causality

NonRegulation

Intrinsic
Motivation

Extrinsic
Motivation

Amotivation

External
Regulation
External

NonRegulation
Introjected
Regulation

Somewhat External

Identified
Regulation

Internal

Somewhat Internal

Impersonal

Intrinsic
Regulation
Internal

Figure 7. The Self Determination Continuum Including Integrated Regulation. *
* Figure 7 adapted from Ryan and Deci (2000A).
The motivations that present the least autonomy have been considered externally
regulated behaviors. The most controlling form of extrinsic motivation is referred to as external
regulation (it also has been referred to as extrinsic regulation). The behavioral outcomes are
primarily based on a reward structure. That is, people are being motivated via a reward and
punishment system and are likely not behaving in an autonomous fashion.
Introjected regulation is also considered as being an externally regulated category in the
spectrum. Human motivation is viewed as being introjected when the person is motivated to act
but does not consider the act as their own. In this situation one may act due to sense of guilt or
guilt avoidance, for purposes of self-esteem, or perhaps for pride. Composites of external
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regulation and introjected regulation have been combined in some studies (Williams & Deci,
1996; Ryan & Deci, 2000A). Introjected behavior has been associated with negative outcomes
such as “conflicted emotional experiences, and vulnerability to persuasion” (Koestner & Losier,
2002).
Identified regulation has a locus of causality that is somewhat internal. A person in this
category acts with the understanding that there is personal importance in the behavior. People are
consciously regarding what they are doing, and the goal and the action is accepted as important
to the self (Ryan & Deci, 2000A). Identified regulation has been associated with a resistance to
persuasion and flexible adaptation to school transition (Koestner & Losier, 2002).
Finally, integrated regulation is the most autonomous of the extrinsic motivators. The
actions here have been evaluated by the person and assimilated within the person (Ryan & Deci,
2000A). Integrated regulation and intrinsic regulation share attributes; however, it has been
stressed that the actions in an integrate domain are still extrinsic. That is, they are not performed
for their own enjoyment; rather, their actions are still dependent on an obtainment of some
outside outcome.
It is the constructs in this continuum (with the exception of integrated regulation, which
in more recent studies has been removed) that form the independent variables in our analyses.
Each construct is based on a number of items that comprise them. It should be noted that the
construct intrinsic motivation/intrinsic regulation will be based on survey items that are not the
same as those for the psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness), that also are
called intrinsic motivators. This aspect is explained in the methods section of this paper.
As mentioned earlier, there has been much debate concerning whether or not extrinsic
motivation has an effect on intrinsic motivation. That is, if separable tangible outcomes are
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offered, does that environment of extrinsic reward somehow impact intrinsic motivation? In an
early meta-analysis, Wiersma (1992) finds evidence of an additive effect of intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations in experiments. Performance contingent rewards tend to be controlling, but
they can be positive in the autonomy supportive environments (Mims & Koestner, 1983; Deci &
Ryan, 1995).
According to Deci et al. (1999A), there are situations where tangible reward structures do
not negatively impact intrinsic motivation. However, it is also stressed that the research evidence
indicates that if extrinsic motivational strategies, such as reward, are paramount then firms can
weaken intrinsic motivation. Deci and colleagues have argued through peer reviewed research
about this topic. The major disagreements have been with Eisenberger, Pierce, and Cameron.
Eisenberger et al. (1999) commented on the paper of Deci, Koestner, and Ryan (1999A) and
concluded that CET posits that tangible rewards lessen intrinsic motivation. In a their own metaanalytic study, Eisenberger, Pierce, and Cameron (1999), using a subset of the Deci (1999A)
meta-analytic study, conclude that reward actually increases perceptions of autonomy, that
rewards can offset effects due to failures in intrinsic motivation, and that rewards that have
performance contingencies attached could either increase or have no effect on intrinsic
motivation. Deci, Koestner and Ryan (1999B) rebut the paper by Eisenberger, Pierce, and
Cameron (1999). They claim that Eisenberger et al. (1999) have misread Deci’s earlier papers.
They conclude the CET “has never viewed tangible rewards as having ‘only decremental effect’”
and that they (Deci et al., 1999A) have “demonstrated that rewards can enhance intrinsic
motivation by increasing perceived competence” (Ryan et al., 1983; Deci et al., 1999B, p. 693).
In a more recent meta-analytic study, Fang et al. (2013) conclude, “rewards do not
undermine intrinsic motivation to the point where rewards fail, extrinsic rewards can either
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increase or decrease intrinsic motivation, and rewards do not decrease intrinsic motivation for
boring, routine and tedious work” (p. 25). They present that the effects of the reward depend on
the social context in which it is provided. If the reward is appropriately implemented, it should
enhance, rather than undermine, intrinsic motivation. In the end, Fang et al. (2013) decide that
the totality of the research indicates that the social context of rewards matter and that if the
reward is executed properly it is likely to enhance intrinsic motivation. A summary of the review
of the literature in this context is given in Table 1. Extrinsic regulation can be motivating. Meyer
et al. (2004) note that, for instance, reward and punishment can have powerful impact and may
determine one’s course of action.
Table 1. Theories Concerning the Effects of Extrinsic Rewards on Intrinsic Motivation. *
Key Reference

Major Claims Concerning Effects of Extrinsic Rewards

Deci, 1971

When money was used as an incentive intrinsic motivation tended to decrease.
Positive feedback led to increased intrinsic motivation

Lepper, Green & Nisbett, 1973

Test of Self Perception Theory showed that intrinsic motivation may be decreased
when extrinsic incentives are provided

Deci & Ryan, 1985

In certain circumstances, intrinsic motivation can be undermined by extrinsic
rewards

Deci et al., 1999A

There are circumstances where tangible reward structures do not decrease intrinsic
motivation. However, evidence exists that if rewards are paramount, firms can
weaken intrinsic motivation

Eisenberger, Pierce & Cameron, 1999 Depending on circumstances rewards can increase perceptions of autonomy and
intrinsic motivation
Frey & Jegan, 2001

Using Motivation Crowding Theory finds strong 39mpirical evidence that intrinsic
motivation can be crowded out by extrinsic motivation created by incentives

Gagne and Deci, 2005

Using Self-determination theory - in certain circumstances, extrinsic rewards can
enhance intrinsic motivation

Fang et al., 2013

In a meta-analysis, the authors conclude that extrinsic rewards can either increase or
decrease intrinsic motivation. Conditions matter as extrinsic motivators do not
decrease intrinsic motivation for boring routine work

*Adapted From Fang, Gerhart, & Ledford Jr (2013) paper.
Self Determination Theory at Work
Overview
SDT defines the psychological needs as universal necessities, as the nutriments that are
essential for optimal human development and integrity (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan, Sheldon,
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Kasser & Deci, 1996). Gagné and Deci (2005) argue that Self-determination theory is a
motivational framework that is relevant to the work context. The overall relevance of SDT to
motivation in the workplace was established by Baard, Deci, and Ryan (2000; 2004), although
the positive relationship of job autonomy on work related attitudes was already known
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Thompson & Prottas, 2006). In a study in the banking industry,
Baard, Deci, and Ryan (2000) find that intrinsic need satisfaction is a predictor of work
performance (Deci & Ryan, 2002). The decade of the 2000s exhibited a wave of research
dedicated to finding associations of SDT with work outcomes. Deci et al. (2001EB) in a study
conducted among Bulgarian workers provide empirical evidence supporting SDT’s model of
work motivation in the workplace. He and his colleagues compare the results between Bulgarian
and US workers and conclude that SDT’s model of work motivation was consistent across
culturally different countries and different types of firms (Deci et al., 2001EB). Richer,
Blanchard, and Vallerand (2002) claim priority in the research literature by explicitly finding
empirical evidence that feelings of relatedness toward (work) colleagues are positively related to
work motivation. Models proposed by Baard et al. (2004), suggest that work performance can be
shaped by the satisfaction of the three psychological needs, competence, autonomy, and
relatedness.1 The Baard et al. (2004) study showed that the general autonomous causality
orientation predicted need satisfaction and positive work outcomes (Gagné & Deci, 2005).
Specific to autonomy, in their seminal 2005 study, Gagné and Deci find that “a sense of volition
is fulfilled when employees perceive that they have the opportunity to make personal choices or
when fully endorsing an externally induced request” (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Gagné, 2013, p. 2).
Furthermore, in a 2007 study of health care workers in the nursing profession, Zydziunaite and
1
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Egle assert that autonomy has great importance to enhancing work motivation (Wallender,
2016). Overall motivation decreases in the nursing profession when the nurses are not
autonomous with respect to activity and when nurses don’t get to use their competencies.
(Zydziunaite & Egle, 2007). Using 2002 data in a national study of USA workers, Thompson and
Prottas (2006) provide evidence for the importance of job autonomy in the lives of employees.
Those workers claiming job autonomy were not only more satisfied with their jobs but also more
satisfied with their family and their lives.
Intrinsically motivated employees work on tasks because they find that they are interested
in those tasks and performing them is found to be rewarding in and of itself, without the value of
some tangible benefit (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2013). SDT being relevant to the workplace is also an
argument put forth by Gagné and Deci (2005) and Gillet et al. (2013). For instance, Gillet et al.
(2013) found that turnover intention is positively related to work-controlled motivation.
In a meta-analytic review, Van den Broeck et al. (2016) demonstrated that SDT does
account for the variation in outcomes such as job satisfaction, affective commitment, turnover
intention, and job engagement, among others. However, it was also shown that while many of
the relationships among the needs and the work-related outcomes were statistically significant,
they were not practically significant (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). In the present study, we will
investigate the effect sizes of key motivators and motivational detractors as well. In a separate
review of a collection of papers involving SDT, Vallerand and Pelletier (2008) found that selfdetermined motivation yields more positive outcomes, while the more extrinsic motivators are
unrelated or negatively related to outcomes. This assertion appears to hold regarding work
outcomes as well as outcomes related to relationships and education. However, already in 2008
they assessed the work up to that time involving SDT as being mostly correlational in nature and
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not experimental (Vallerand & Pelletier, 2008). Therefore, a causal relationship between the
major components of Self-determination theory and outcomes had not been rigorously
established. Nonetheless, the empirical successes of SDT with respect to being predictors of
important job outcome variables has been established over the last two decades. These successes
have grown to include a study across seven languages and nine countries. Gagné and her
colleagues (2015) find evidence that the satisfaction of the three basic SDT intrinsic needs are
related to “the different forms of motivation” and that these in turn are related to work outcomes
such as well-being, commitment performance, and turnover intention (Gagné et al.,
2015). Perhaps of tantamount importance, Gagné et al. (2015) developed and validated the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MAWS) within this same study. More recently an
empirical study (Gao, 2017) established a positive linkage between the intrinsic motivators and a
firm’s innovative work behavior (IWB). Kuvaas et al. (2017) uncovered empirical evidence
linking intrinsic motivation with affective commitment. They also claimed that extrinsic
motivation was negatively related to affective commitment and positively related to turnover
intention. However, the effect sizes for the associations between extrinsic motivation and job
outcomes were deemed modest (Kuvaas et al., 2017).
More recent studies, such as Gagné et al. (2010) and Gillet et al. (2013), have collapsed
the autonomous motivation continuum and have found that utilizing intrinsic regulation and
identified regulation along with extrinsic and introjected regulation suffices. That is, integrated
regulation is not necessarily part of the spectrum. I adopt that strategy in this paper to help
reduce survey questionnaire size. Assuming proper factorization, autonomous motivation is
utilized as an exogenous variable in our structural equation modelling efforts and as an
independent variable in the regression work. The variable is a combination of the items that
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constitute intrinsic motivation and identified regulation. Our second exogenous variable is
controlled motivation, which is comprised of the items that are considered the most extrinsic
forms of regulation, external and introjected regulation.
Based on the works of Van den Broeck et al. (2016), Vallerand and Pelletier (2008) and
Gagné et al. (2015) concluded that turnover intention is positively related to work-controlled
motivation and other previous research such as Kuvaas et al. (2017), which demonstrated the
effects that autonomous and controlled motivation have on job outcomes. I hypothesize:
•

Hypothesis 1A: Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with work

satisfaction among wealth advisors.
•

Hypothesis 1B: Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with affective work

commitment among wealth advisors.
•

Hypothesis 1C: Autonomous motivation will be negatively associated with turnover

intentions among wealth advisors.
•

Hypothesis 2A: Controlled motivation will be negatively associated with job satisfaction

among wealth advisors.
•

Hypothesis 2B: Controlled motivation will be negatively associated with affective work

commitment among wealth advisors.
•

Hypothesis 2C: Controlled motivation will be positively associated with turnover

intention among wealth advisors.
In the following sections we review the literature pertaining to the intersections of Selfdetermination theory with the work environment (autonomy support) and work outcomes
(satisfaction with work, affective commitment, and turnover intention).
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Self Determination and Autonomy Support
Autonomy support can be defined as the active support of the person’s capacity to be
self-initiating and autonomous (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vallerand et al., 2008). Autonomy has been
viewed as being critical as an employee need that organizations should address (Hirschman,
1970; Budd, 2004; Gagné & Bhave, 2011). In a large meta-analysis study (101 samples from 88
studies) of the perceptions of employee control to outcome variables, Spector (1986) concludes
that perceptions of job control were associated with higher job satisfaction, commitment,
involvement, performance, and motivation and with lower physical symptoms, emotional
distress, role stress, absenteeism, turnover intentions, and actual turnover (see also Gagné &
Bhave, 2011). He also finds similar results for past studies involving worker autonomy (Spector,
1986). Relationships between autonomy supportive environments and motivation have also been
found. As early as 1992 it was asserted that intrinsic motivation and integrated internalizations
were facilitated by situations that were autonomy supportive (Rigby et al., 1992). There have
been numerous studies that indicate positive correlations between supportive climates for
motivation and individual motivations and the satisfaction of individual needs. Baard (2004) for
instance, cites Deci et al. (1981), Grolnick and Ryan (1989), Deci et al. (1989), Benware and
Deci (1984), and Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, and Holt (1984) as examples of research that find
autonomy supportive contexts promoting self-motivation.
In addition to facilitating work motivation, autonomy supportive environments have also
been studied in the context of SDT. Work climates that accentuate the basic need of autonomy
are enhancing employee intrinsic motivation and the internalized elements of extrinsic
motivation (Wallander, 2016). Pelletier et al. (2001) revealed that autonomy-supportive
behaviors in the workplace can promote autonomous motivation. In a reflective review of the
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literature, it was put forth that numerous studies show that autonomy support tends to develop
into more self-determined motivational modalities and also leads to qualitatively superior forms
of motivation such as the intrinsic motivators and identified regulation (Vallerand & Pelletier,
2008; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Reeve et al., 2002). The higher forms of
motivation then in turn lead to more positive affective and behavioral outcomes (Vallerand,
2008).
Gillet et al. (2012) find both direct and indirect support for the basic intrinsic needs
having positive effects on work satisfaction and self-realization. A structural equation model of a
sample of French workers showed that both supervisor autonomy support and organizational
support drove SDT need satisfaction. In turn, those needs drove positive outcomes for work
satisfaction and self-realization (Gillet et al, 2012). Within the same study, they find evidence
that thwarting of the basic SDT needs was negatively predicted by supervisor autonomy support
and positively predicted by supervisor controlling behaviors. Thwarting of the needs leads in turn
to lower job satisfaction (Gillet et al., 2012). Thus, there is evidence that suggests that autonomy
support leads indirectly through the intrinsic motivators to job satisfaction and withholding that
support leads to lower job satisfaction.
In the structural equation model analysis by Gillet et al. (2013), it was determined that
supervisor autonomy support among French workers was positively related to work autonomous
motivation, which in turn is positively related to work satisfaction and negatively related to
turnover intentions. Therefore, work motivation will mediate the eﬀects of perceptions of
supervisor autonomy support on work outcomes. Further evidence of the significance of
autonomy support was found by Nie et al. (2014). In an analyses of government educators in
China, perceived autonomy support not only predicted job satisfaction directly but also it was
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significantly associated indirectly with job satisfaction through the mediators, intrinsic
regulation, identified regulation, introjected regulation, and external regulation. In the same SEM
study, it was found that introjected regulation was positively associated with illness symptoms of
employees (Nie et al., 2014). Introjected regulation appears to play at both ends of the spectrum
of work well-being. Another important outcome from this study was the additional finding of the
pattern of association between all levels of autonomy within SDT and workplace outcomes. That
is, empirical evidence was found by Nie et al. (2014) that suggests that “the most autonomous
types of motivation predict well-being in terms of quantity of motivation” (p. 253). Autonomous
types of motivation also play a role in terms of the quality of influence they have on behavior
(Nie et al., 2014). Deci et al. (2017) conceptualize the SDT model in the workplace as having
autonomy support as one of the two primary antecedents in their model of the workplace (see
Figure 8). Many studies have viewed autonomy as antecedent of the basic psychological needs
(see Gillet et al., 2011, for instance).
Independent Variables
Workplace context Supervisor Autonomy
Support
Individual differences
Causality orientations Aspirations and
goals

Mediators
Basic
psychological
needs

Motivations
Autonomous
Intrinsic
Identified

Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness

Dependent Variables
Work behaviors Performance
Quality
Quantity
Health and wellness Well-being,
Commitment, Turnover

Controlled
Introjected
External

Figure 8. The Basic Self-determination Theory Model in the Workplace. *
*Figure 8 adapted from Deci, Olafsen and Ryan (2017).
Within the work environment, the research to date has submitted that need-supporting
climates enhance the satisfaction of the three basic needs. These positive environments also
promote the internalization of extrinsic motivation (Wallander, 2017; Gagné & Ryan, 2005;
Ryan & Deci, 2008; Vallerand et al., 2008).
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Based on prior research, such as Pelletier et al. (2001), Gillet et al. (2013), and the
citations of Baard (2004), I hypothesize:
•

Hypothesis 3: Supervisor autonomy support will be positively associated with

autonomous motivation among wealth advisors.
Self-Determination Theory and Employee Satisfaction
Job satisfaction has long been viewed as being important to the success of companies and
has a rich research history. Herzberg (1959) linked satisfaction with motivation and created a
two-factor model. The model subfactors segmented into those creating happiness on the job and
those bringing about unhappiness (Herzberg, 1959; Tietjen & Myers, 1998). That is, one set of
factors are positively associated with worker attitudes and the other negatively associated
(Herzberg, 1959). Locke (1975) viewed work satisfaction as the persons perceived discrepancy
between intended and actual performance (see also Tietjen & Myers, 1998).
Spector (1997) defines job satisfaction as “how people feel about their jobs and different
aspects of their job” (p. 2). He further characterizes it “as an attitude concerning the extent to
which people like or dislike their jobs (Spector, 1997, p. 2; Bruck et al., 2002). Job satisfaction is
also defined as a multi-dimensional concept that involves both favorable and unfavorable
perceptions of one’s job (Garcia-Bernal et al., 2005; Davis & Newstrom, 1999).
The creation of job satisfaction of workers is considered an important management task
in that its successful creation fosters loyalty and improved quality of output (Tietjen & Myers,
1998). Determinants of job satisfaction (outside of self-determination theory) have included
inputs such as having an interesting job, having good relations with management and colleagues,
high income, being able to work independently, contribution to society, job security, and ability
to advance (Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2000A). Consistent with Herzberg’s concept that the
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opposite of job satisfaction is not nonsatisfaction, Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza (2000A) also find
work-role inputs that negatively correlate with job satisfaction to include having an exhausting
job, having a dangerous job, and having a physically demanding job.
Research that studied employees’ worker orientations have explored both demographic
characteristics and relationships that involve work outcomes (Vansteenkiste, 2007). As an
example of studies on worker values, Vander Velde, Feij, and van Emmerik (1998) show in a
Dutch longitudinal study that intrinsic work values tend to become more important as the worker
becomes older. In an early study of age, tenure, gender, and job satisfaction, Hunt and Saul
(1975) found evidence that age was more strongly correlated with job satisfaction than tenure in
males but that the reverse was true for females. By understanding the various relationships that
exist when considering worker characteristics and job satisfaction, one finds a complex
landscape. The relationships are likely dependent upon individual expectations of the workers,
among other variables (Hunt & Saul, 1975). It has been reported that despite possibly having
lesser quality work positions, women report higher levels of job satisfaction than do men (Clark,
1997). Women having higher levels of job satisfaction has also been found in studies by SousaPoza and Sousa-Poza (2000B) and Sloane and Williams (2000). Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza
(2000B) found that the determinants of job satisfaction from a work-role input perspective did
not vary between males and females with the exceptions that females appear to value relations
with management more and males value income slightly more.
As with the earlier studies, Bender et al. (2005), in a study of gender segregation, report
that women have higher job satisfaction than men. Interestingly, when they controlled for work
flexibility the gender make-up of the workplace was not a significant determiner of job
satisfaction in women. Thompson and Prottas (2006) find that gender was positively correlated
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with both stress and job satisfaction, with women reporting higher levels of both. In a more
recent study, Stefko et al. (2017) claim that women and men differ in terms of the need to have
supervisor recognition, with women deeming it more important. It was the only variable that
exhibited a difference by gender of the eight that were studied. In the same Polish study, it was
found that gender differences occurred for demotivating job aspects in only two of twenty
variables considered. These include having unjust conduct from a superior and having an
unstable job, - in both contexts women were more demotivated (Stefko et al., 2017). Among
many variables that could be considered extrinsic, no gender differences were discovered when
considering determinants of job satisfaction or determinants of demotivation in the workplace.
With respect to job outcomes, Vansteenkiste et al. (2007) cite a number of authors and
papers that consider the relationships between work and/value orientation’s and positive job
outcomes such as job satisfaction and work commitment (Butler & Vodanovich, 1992; Cheung
& Scherling, 1999; Drummond & Stoddard, 1991). An early meta-analytic study of the
correlation between job satisfaction and turnover intention (Carsten & Spector, 1987) concluded
that there were significant relationships and that a higher negative correlation was found during
times of lower unemployment. There has been extensive research to understand the relationship
linkages between job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Work satisfaction has been
theorized as an antecedent of commitment (Porter et al., 1974; Pepe, 2010). Porter and
colleagues’ 1974 theory was then supported by Williams and Hazer (1986), who found evidence
via SEM that job satisfaction and job commitment were positively related, and that commitment
was a determiner of turnover intention. It is important to note that in this study job satisfaction
and work commitment are significant intervening variables in terms of predicting turnover.
Turnover itself was not directly tied to characteristics of the employees or job (i.e., age, equity,
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pre-employment job expectations, perceptions of leadership, routinization of work, and
perceived job characteristics). However, these characteristics (both personal and organizational)
were directly related to job satisfaction (Williams & Hazer, 1986).
Affective and continuance work commitment have been found to be positively correlated
with job satisfaction (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Pepe, 2010). Using a causal model approach
in a correctional institution study, Lambert and Hogan (2009) find an inverse relationship
between job satisfaction and turnover intention. In the same study, job satisfaction is also shown
to be positively associated with organizational commitment.
There have been studies linking the elements of autonomous motivation and autonomy
orientation to work outcomes such as job satisfaction (Richer et al., 2002; Thompson & Prottas,
2006; Lam & Gurland, 2008; Gillet et al., 2013; Guntert, 2015), as well as meta-analytic studies
and research summaries that include discussions of SDT and its relationship to work outcomes
such as job satisfaction, job commitment, and turnover intention, among others (Van den Broeck
et al., 2016; Deci et al., 2017). These studies have all either reported positive association between
autonomous motivation and job satisfaction or negative associations between controlled
motivation and job satisfaction.
The meta-analytic study by Van den Broeck et al. (2016) yields solid results validating
SDT’s role as a motivation theory at work. Many positive work outcomes such as higher job
satisfaction, higher affective work commitment, and lower intention to vacate one’s position are
associated positively with fulfillment of the three basic needs. The author’s summary
conclusions of the genre of research also includes amotivation being negatively associated with
autonomy, relatedness, and competence, while only autonomy and competence were negatively
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related to external (controlled) motivation. However, relatedness was not correlated to external
motivation.
The satisfaction of the need for autonomy and competence demonstrated negative and
significant relations with external motivation, whereas the need for relatedness was unrelated to
external motivation (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Table 2 summarizes the findings of some of
the major research linking self-determined motivation to job satisfaction.
Table 2. Summary of SDT Research Links to Employee Satisfaction.
Key Reference
Richer et al., (2002)

Major Claims Concerning Effects of SDT on Employee Satisfaction
An indexed measure of Self Determination Motivation is positively associated with
job satisfaction and negatively associated with work exhaustion

Gagné & Deci, (2005)

Describes SDT as a “theory of motivation” and argues its relevance to work
behaviors and job satisfaction

Thompson & Prottas, (2006)

Job Satisfaction is strongly positively related to perceptions of work autonomy

Vansteenkiste et al., (2007)

Having an extrinsic, relative to an intrinsic, work value orientation results in lower
job satisfaction

Lam & Gurland, (2008)

Workers autonomy orientation predicted job satisfaction due to an increase in their
self-determined motivation. The relationship was positive.

Gillet et al., (2013)

Using composite scoring it was found that autonomous motivation (intrinsic +
identified regulation) was positively associated with job satisfaction

Guntert, (2015)

Intrinsic motivation and identified regulation were positively related to job
satisfaction. External regulation was negatively associated, Introjected had no
association.

Van den Broeck et al., (2016)

Each of the three basic needs (autonomy, relatedness and competency) was
positively associated with job satisfaction.

The studies for the most part have typically utilized either the MAWS or revised MAWS
motivation at work scale (and its condensed factors of the motivation spectrum) or the Basic
Psychological Needs Satisfaction Scale with its longer list of intrinsic motivation items. Many of
the studies utilized indices of autonomous or controlled motivation. The indices used suggested
weights for scoring. In the present research, we will follow the advice of Van den Broeck et al.
(2016) to the extent that we perform statistical tests and regression models using the
disaggregated motivators as individual factors in our model when possible (statistical tests and
regression models). Due to sample size constraints, I could not utilize the Psychological Needs
Satisfaction items in their disaggregated form in the SEM model.
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Self-Determination Theory and Affective Work Commitment
Commitment has been defined as a “force that binds an individual to an entity or course
of action” (Luchak & Gellatly, 2007, p. 786). Committed employees provide a competitive
advantage to the organization (Barney, Ketchen, & Wright, 2011; Penrose, 1959; Sirmon et al.,
2011; Messner, 2017). Organizational commitment can be deﬁned generally as a psychological
link between the employee and the organization that reduces the probability that the employee
will voluntarily leave the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1996). Theorists have argued that there
are different types of work relevant commitment and that commitment is a multi-dimensional
construct (Meyer & Herskovitch, 2001). Meyer and Allen (1991) proposed a three-component
model for commitment that was meant to account for distinctions in unidimensional constructs of
commitment. The multidimensional approach to organizational commitment by Meyer and Allen
(1991) is seen as the prevailing one (Bergman, 2006; McMurray, Scott, & Pace, 2004; Messner,
2017). One of Meyer and Allen’s components is affective commitment. Affective commitment
refers to identiﬁcation with, involvement in, and emotional attachment to the organization (Allen
& Meyer, 1996). It has also been viewed as the quantity of attachment that a worker has for their
organization based on attitudes such as affection, loyalty and a sense of belongingness (Jaros et
al., 1993). Affective commitment has been shown to be the best explanatory variable of the three
with respect to explaining work outcomes (DeWitte & Buitendach, 2005). It has also been shown
to be the most reliable measure of the three (DeWitte & Buitendach, 2005). Research suggests
that there is a positive, statistically significant relationship between commitment to supervisors
and job performance after other factors are controlled (Becker et al., 1996). This contrasts with
other previous studies that claim no relationship between an employee’s organizational
commitment and job performance outcomes (Becker et al., 1996; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).
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However, organizational commitment can come in different forms, as mentioned earlier, and
studies have indicated significant positive relationships between affective commitment and
measures of job performance. In a food service study, Meyer et al. (1989) found that affective
commitment correlated positively with several measures of job performance. In the same study,
it was found that continuance commitment (the degree that you stay with the organization
because you believe you have to stay) correlated negatively with job performance indicators.
Indeed, research has indicated that aﬀective commitment has been a consistent and strong
predictor of positive organizational outcomes (Grego-Planer, 2019).
Meyer, Becker, and Vandenberghe (2004) developed an integrative model proposing to
link work commitment theory with a motivational theory. According to them, affective
commitment may be associated with “different motivational mindsets that potentially shape how
individuals express their commitment” (Luchak & Gellatly, 2007, p. 786). This mindset
approach entitled “goal regulation” draws upon SDT and specifically attempts to connect
commitment with the five forms of regulation discussed in Deci and Ryan (1985) and is viewed
as a continuum of autonomous motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Deci & Ryan, 2008). Meyer et
al. (2004) find consistencies with the patterns within SDT’s motivation regulation and behavior
patterns seen among the three components of employee commitment (affective, normative, and
continuance). For instance, the authors cite evidence that links greater autonomous motivation
with several highly desirable work outcomes. These include positive relationships with task
persistence (Ryan & Connell, 1989) and creativity (Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri & Holt, 1984) than
the more externally controlled forms (i.e., external and introjected regulation). It has also been
proposed that employees with stronger affective commitment experience greater intrinsic
motivation and more autonomous forms of external regulation (Luchak & Gellatly, 2007). This
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proposal found empirical support in the work of Galletta et al. (2011). Thatcher et al. (2006) in a
study of IT workers found that intrinsic motivation influenced job satisfaction, which in turn
positively influenced affective organizational commitment.
Evidence has also been obtained suggesting that significant positive relationships exist
between affective commitment and perceived supervisor support (Pepe, 2010). A significant
negative relationship exists between affective commitment and intention to leave a position
(Pepe, 2010). This result is supported by work done by Galleta et al. (2011) in an Italian
healthcare study. They found that affective commitment completely mediates the relationships
between job autonomy, intrinsic work motivation, and turnover intention. According to Galletta
et al. (2011), workers that are intrinsically motivated develop attachment to the job that in turn is
negatively related to turnover intention. This 2011 study gave further support to the 2006 study
by Thatcher et al. which also found that affective commitment mediated the role that intrinsic
motivation had on turnover intention. In that study, the direct significant negative correlation that
intrinsic motivation had on turnover intention vanished when affective commitment entered the
model. However, the path directly from affective commitment to turnover intention was
significantly negative. Within the educational domain, in a study of administrators (principals)
Fernet, Austin, and Vallerand (2012) also find evidence of a positive and significant path from
autonomous motivation to occupational commitment (their study used the affective commitment
subscale of occupational commitment measure) and a negative path from autonomous motivation
to emotional exhaustion at work. Controlled motivation on the other hand was positively
correlated with emotion exhaustion (Fernet et al., 2012).
In a meta-analysis of the SDT at work literature (including a test of studies to date), Van
den Broeck et al. (2016) concluded that the autonomy and relatedness components of intrinsic
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motivation were significantly correlated with affective commitment. They also found that
competence, in a relative weight test, negatively correlated with affective commitment.
However, using a sample weighted correlation test the expected positive correlation of
competence with affective commitment was acknowledged. They conclude that perhaps the
variations in relatedness and autonomy need to be accounted for before introducing competence
or alternatively that perhaps workers that are highly competent become less committed and move
on (Van Den Broeck et al., 2016). Within the educational domain, in a study of administrators
(principals), Fernet et al. (2012) also discover evidence of a positive and significant path from
autonomous motivation to occupational commitment (the study used the affective instrument of
occupational commitment measure).
In a recent study of a Norwegian finance-related trade union, Kuvaas et al. (2017) reveal
strong evidence linking intrinsic motivation with positive work outcomes and affective
commitment. The correlation was not only statistically significant but also moderate (rho =.42).
Finding the relationship between extrinsic motivation and work outcomes has not entirely
been evaluated by researchers. It is a rugged landscape given the many types (and levels) of
compensation that employees can receive, the many types of work situations present (e.g., simple
vs complex tasks), and the interaction between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation.
Despite some research in the area and meta-analyses undertaken by Weibel et al. (2010), Condly,
Clark, and Stolovitch (2003), and Garbers and Konradt (2014), the effects of extrinsic motivation
on performance is inconclusive (Kuvaas et al., 2017). In the large Norwegian study (Kuvaas et
al., 2017), it was demonstrated that extrinsic motivation was negatively related to affective
commitment. This negative correlation was significant but rather low (rho=-.16). The Kuvaas
research is salient for the present study in that they consider both intrinsic and extrinsic
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motivation and investigate the relationship between the SDT variables and several important
work outcomes. The study also has further relevance based upon its consideration of turnover
intention and its relationship with SDT.
It is noted that organizational affective commitment can be influenced by the age of the
worker, with commitment increasing significantly with age (Allen & Meyer, 1993). Age has
been found to moderate the linkage between work HR practices and affective commitment
(Kooij et al., 2010).
The role of gender with respect to affective commitment is somewhat ambiguous. A
study of Malaysian consulting engineers provides evidence that men and women have the same
level of affective commitment and overall organizational commitment but differing levels of
normative commitment (Khalili & Asmawi, 2012). In a 2017 study of Indian IT workers,
females are purported to have higher levels of organizational commitment (Messner, 2017).
Messner (2017) also affirms that while affective commitment (and also normative and
continuance commitment) is higher among females, women do not seem to derive their
motivation from the firms or the employee climate. This is in contrast to male workers, where
affective and normative commitment are improved by favorable employee climates (Messner,
2017). In a study among state employees, Sloane (2017) concludes that, compared with men,
women show an increased likelihood of reporting higher levels of affective commitment. Table 3
summarizes the findings of some of the major research linking SDT to affective commitment.
Affective commitment has been studied outside of the other commitment forms and
found to be a good predictor of work outcomes. I utilize this construct to ascertain an employee’s
commitment to staying with a firm. Based on the research of Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993),
Pepe (2010), and Galletta et al. (2011), I hypothesize:
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•

Hypothesis 4: Work satisfaction will be positively associated with affective commitment

among wealth advisors.
Table 3. Summary of SDT Research Links to Affective Commitment.
Key Reference

Major Claims Concerning Effects of SDT on Affective Commitment

Meyer, Allen & Smith, (1993)

Measures commitment as multi-dimensional construct. Shows correlation of
affective commitment to work outcomes

Meyer, et al,, (2004)

Discusses parallels between SDT and the multi-dimensional commitment constructs.
Also finds simplex pattern of correlations

Thatcher et al., (2006)

Affective commitment mediated the role that intrinsic motivation had on turnover
intention

Luchak & Gellatly, (2007)

Proposed that employees with stronger affective commitment experience greater
intrinsic motivation and more autonomous forms of external regulation

Weibel et al., (2010)

Meta study concludes that pay for performance (part of extrinsic motivation) can
increase commitment at work but interacts negatively with intrinsic motivation

Pepe, (2010)

Finds significant positive relationship between affective commitment and perceived
supervisor autonomy support. A significant negative relationship exists between
affective commitment and intention to leave a position.

Galletta et al., (2011)

Find that affective commitment completely mediates the relationship between job
autonomy, intrinsic work motivation and turnover intention.

Fernet et al., (2012)

Find evidence of a positive and significant path from autonomous motivation to
occupational commitment in educational administration

Targian & Ariani, (2015)

Organizational commitment (including affective commitment) is a stronger predictor
of turnover intention than job satisfaction

Van den Broeck et al., (2016)

Meta study concludes that the autonomy and relatedness components of intrinsic
motivation were significantly correlated with affective commitment.

Kuvaas et al., (2017)

Finds empirical evidence linking intrinsic motivation with positive work outcomes
and affective commitment, find extrinsic motivation to be negatively related to
affective commitment.

Self-Determination Theory and Turnover Intention
Linkages between antecedents and voluntary turnover has been a well-studied area in the
literature. This area of research was accelerated with Mobley’s 1977 paper that provided his first
model of the employee withdrawal decision process based on possible mediating linkages in “the
satisfaction-turnover relationship.” Mobley’s model proposed to explain how a dissatisfied
employee became an ex-employee through their own decision to leave. (Hom & Griffeth, 1984).
Many tests of the model followed (Mobley et al., 1978; Miller et al., 1979; Michaels & Spector,
1982; Hom, Griffeth, & Sallero, 1984; Mowday et al., 1982). The discussion of the various
antecedents studied to predict turnover are beyond the scope of this review and include variables
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such as pre-employment expectations, job characteristics, leadership characteristics, evaluation
of alternative positions, and more. Due to brevity and saliency considerations, we focus on the
relationships among job satisfaction, turnover intention, actual turnover, commitment, SDT, and
gender.
Mobley et al. (1978) find relationships between job satisfaction and turnover intention
but no linkage between job satisfaction and actual turnover among hospital employees.
Consistent with Mobley, Miller et al. (1979) also find a positive relationship between turnover
“cognition” to actual intention. They too cannot find a direct relationship between job
satisfaction and actual turnover. Michaels and Spector (1982), in a healthcare related SEM
analysis, find a negative coefficient from job satisfaction to turnover intention and a positive
linkage to actual turnover with antecedents including organizational commitment and various job
characteristics. That is, organizational commitment and job satisfaction related negatively to
intention to leave, and intention to leave explains the majority of the variation in actual turnover.
In a two-sample study, Mowday et al. (1982) also conclude that the influence of commitment on
turnover appears to be indirect while the “intention to stay” was the best predictor of eventual
turnover. This is also consistent with findings by Pepe (2010) who, found positive linkage
between direct supervisor support and organizational commitment (both affective and
continuance) and job satisfaction. Moreover, as commitment and job satisfaction increased, the
manager’s intent to leave significantly decreased (Pepe, 2010). Akremi et al. (2014) also
conclude, in a multi-level study, affective commitment mediated the impact of climate for
perceived organization support in both individual and work collective turnover among the
nurses. Affective commitment and both continuance and normative commitment have been
demonstrated to have a negative impact on intent to leave (Tarigan & Ariani, 2015). Recently,

58

researchers have suggested that focus be placed on disaggregated types of turnover (Sousa-Poza,
2007; Lee, 2012). For instance, Lee (2012) determined that job satisfaction has differing effects
on different turnover paths.
Other fairly recent research has shown that intention to leave is an important predictor of
actual turnover (Takase et al., 2007; Waters & Roach, 2006; Kash et al., 2010; Galleta et al.,
2011). Individual intentions are the best predictors of behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Galleta et al.,
2011). Griffeth and Hom’s 2000 meta-analytic study of this topic also finds that while job
satisfaction and work commitment are good indicators of job withdrawal, quit intentions remain
the best predictor of withdrawal from the position. To summarize, “most employees who intend
to leave their jobs and who feel they have the choice to do so will most likely quit their
occupations” (Richer, 2002, p. 2094).
Turnover intention has been fairly well studied in terms of its relationship with SDT.
Spector (1986), in a meta-analysis on the psychological need of autonomy, found a negative
relationship between perceived autonomy and turnover intention. The intrinsic components of
SDT are negatively associated with turnover intention (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2008; Galleta et al.,
2011; Gillet et al., 2013; Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Intrinsic motivation has been shown to be
more highly associated (negatively) with turnover intention when compared to goal mastery in
the workplace (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2010). Intrinsic motivation, with affective commitment as a
mediator, was negatively linked to turnover intention in an Italian healthcare study (Galletta et
al., 2011). At the other end of the autonomous motivation spectrum, Gillet et al. (2013) conclude
that turnover intention is positively related to work-controlled motivation. In their meta-analytic
study with a large sample size, Van den Broeck et al. (2016) report negative relationships
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between each of the three needs and turnover intention. However, the actual correlation between
competence and turnover intention, while significant, was rather low at -0.05.
It has been shown that women’s quit rate is similar to men’s (Griffeth & Hom, 2000). In
a review of the literature Lee (2012), however, asserts that while women do appear to have
higher quit rates, this behavior is seen as mitigated, once other variables such as job
characteristics and personal characteristics are controlled for.
Turnover intentions for both genders are highly correlated with both job satisfaction and
organizational commitment (Steers, 1977; Messner, 2017). Jawahar and Hemmasi (2006) studied
the association of organizational support for women’s advancement and turnover intention
among women executives. The authors conclude that a lack of support is positively associated
with turnover intention. They importantly find that satisfaction of the employer completely
mediated the relationship between women’s advancement (support) and turnover intention. They
also conclude that job satisfaction only partially mediated this same relationship (Jawahar &
Hemmasi, 2006). Gender also appears to moderate the age effect on turnover intention, with
women more likely to remain in their position as they age (Griffeth & Hom, 2000). In a labor
study in Switzerland, job satisfaction was determined to be a good predictor of turnover, while
neither men nor women appear to self-select out of the work force due to job dissatisfaction
(Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2007). The presence of children in the household has also been
established as being positively correlated with job withdrawal (Griffeth & Hom, 2000). Finally,
tenure has also been found to be associated with turnover (Mitchel, 1981; Chang, 2013)
Given the past findings of Thatcher et al. (2006), Pepe (2010), Galletta et al. (2011),
Tarigan and Ariani (2015), Van den Broeck et al. (2016), and other research summarized in
Table 4, I hypothesize:

60

•

Hypothesis 5: Affective work commitment will be negatively associated with turnover

intention among wealth advisors.
Table 4. Summary of SDT Research Links to Turnover Intention.
Key Reference

Major Claims Concerning Effects of SDT on Turnover Intention

Spector, (1982)

Turnover intention is positively linked to actual turnover with antecedents including
organizational commitment

Spector, (1985)

Autonomy negatively associated with turnover intention.

Meyer, Allen & Smith, (1993)

Finds a significant negative correlation between affective work commitment and
turnover

Dysvik & Kuvaas, (2008); Galleta et al., The intrinsic components of SDT are negatively associated with turnover intention
(2011); Gillet et al., (2013);
Pepe, (2010)
A significant negative relationship exists between affective commitment and
intention to leave a position.
Galletta et al., (2011)

Find that affective commitment completely mediates the relationship between job
autonomy, intrinsic work motivation and turnover intention.

Gillet et al., (2013)

Turnover intention is positively related to work-controlled motivation

Tarigan & Ariani, (2015)

Affective commitment demonstrated to have a negative impact on intent to leave

Van den Broeck et al., (2016)

Meta study concludes negative relationships between each of the three needs and
turnover intention.

Conceptual Framework
In this study, I attempt to determine the major determinants of financial planner motivation
from a self-deterministic theory framework. I also seek to determine if there is a gender difference
in the determinants. I utilize survey questions and scales for all the variables that have been shown
numerous times to be reliable and validated, and conduct the appropriate tests of reliability and
validation. The survey was applied within a national sampling frame of financial planners, although
a portion of the sample would be characterized as a convenience sample. The conceptual framework
for the study is a motivational model that is provided in Figure 9. The conceptual model is based on
the works of Gillet et al. (2013), Guntert (2015), and Van den Broeck et al. (2016) regarding
work satisfaction; Luchak and Gellatly (2007), Pepe (2010), Galletta et al. (2011), Van den
Broeck et al. (2016), and Kuvaas et al. (2017) with respect to affective commitment; and Gillet et
al. (2013), Dysvik and Kuvaas (2008), Galleta et al. (2011), Tarigan and Ariani (2015), and Van
den Broeck et al. (2016) with respect to turnover intention. Finally, the posited relationship
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between supervisor support and autonomous motivation is based on the prior research of Gillet et
al. (2013).
The research begins by building on the body of work established in Self-determination
theory and theories of satisfaction at work, affective work commitment, and turnover intention to
address the first two research questions (RQ1A & RQ1B). The independent variables are drawn
from SDT and from the studies involving the role of supervisor autonomy support. These include
all the items associated with the spectrum of autonomous motivation and supervisor autonomy
support variable. The dependent variables are drawn from a segment of work outcome variables
that have been deemed as important in various industries (satisfaction at work, affective work
commitment, and turnover intention.) I develop a conceptual model to guide the quantitative
analysis and test its validity within a structural equation modeling process. The conceptual model
is depicted in Figure 9. Separately, I assess the mediating role of autonomous motivation on
supervisor autonomy support with respect to turnover intention (see Figure 10). Based on all of
the above, I posit the following two hypotheses:
•

Hypothesis 6: The conceptual model we posited will be consistent with the data.

•

Hypothesis 7: Autonomous work motivation will mediate the eﬀects of perceptions of

supervisor autonomy support on turnover intention

Figure 9. Research Conceptual Model.
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Figure 10. Mediation Model for Autonomy Support Autonomous Motivation and Turnover
Intention.
Self-Determination Theory and Gender
Despite the numerous studies devoted to extending the implications and applications of
SDT, the role of gender has not been extensively studied. This area of research has relevancy to
the present topic and the business segment that we are presently researching.
One of the basic tenants of Deci and Ryan’s work in SDT is the universality of their
motivation theory. Therefore, it could be expected that SDT operates on both genders essentially
in the same manner. In a very early study of what was to be the precursors of intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation, Centers and Bugental (1966) conclude that the value associated with both
types of motivation do not vary by gender. They do find that women valued good work
colleagues more than men and men placed a relatively higher value on being able to use their
talents. A meta-analytic study in the physical activity domain (Guerin et al., 2012) finds no
significant differences in the motivational regulators across the genders. In the category of
physical exercise, significant differences in intrinsic motivation and several of the less
autonomous motivation segments has been reported (Daley & Duda, 2006; Guerin et al., 2012).
In the same domain, evidence was uncovered for partial gender invariance, with the relatedness
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to motivational pathway being significant for males and not significant for females (Brunet &
Sabiston, 2008). Male relatedness was also reported to be higher in absolute terms in this 2008
study. One reason provided for this is that males may participate more often in group exercise
activities. However, it has been noted earlier that relatedness may have a more distal role in
achieving motivation.
It has been shown that women tended to be in environments where their managers are
less autonomy supportive, and that women felt less marginal satisfaction of relatedness and also
had less well of showing relatedness and exhibit less well-being (Baard et al., 2004). In the same
study of workers, intrinsic need satisfaction was related to workers’ autonomy orientation
and to autonomy support but was not related to gender overall. The authors argue, however,
that less relatedness could be perceived among females even if the amount were the same
across genders (Baard et al., 2004). A study of subjective well-being (Reis et al., 2000)
considered a number of social activity correlates of daily relatedness and found no gender
differences in each of the correlates.
In a more recent meta-analytic study (Van den Broeck et al., 2016), it has been asserted
that there was an inconsistency in patterns found across studies with respect to the three basic
needs and various demographic variables. Of the three needs, only relatedness was found to be
related to gender, with women have higher levels of perceived relatedness (Van den Broeck et
al., 2016).
Considering the proposed universality of self-determination theory and the rather
inconclusive research regarding gender’s role in turnover intention and affective commitment, I
hypothesize:
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•

Hypothesis 8: Turnover motivation factors will not differ between male and female wealth

advisors.
•

Hypothesis 9: Affective commitment motivation factors will not differ between male and

female wealth advisors.
The financial services sector is a relatively male dominated field. Industry sources have
placed the ratios of male to female advisors at about three to one. Moreover, as has been
mentioned, females have tended to leave their positions as financial advisors at greater rates than
their male counterparts. In order to address the third research question, I conduct regression
modelling with gender dummy variables as our empirical testing ground.
Financial Planner/Advisor Role
The Financial Planning Association (FPA) defines the profession of financial planning as
being “the process of establishing personal and financial goals and creating a way to reach them”
(FPA, 2020). The role of the financial advisor (also known as wealth manager or financial
planner) is to facilitate that process and to help the client reach financial goals and individual
dreams for the future (FPA, 2020). Personal planners also manage assets, create financial plans,
and offer consultancy and advice to their clients. The clients are most often consumers but also
can be other financial firms. The organizations that employ financial advisors are usually
categorized as existing within the financial services sector of the finance profession. Financial
services encompass a broad range of sectors that can include investing, banking, insurance, and
other related activities. Financial service is viewed as the activity of financial services firms (and
their workers). Financial products are the actual goods, accounts, or investments they provide
(Investopedia, 2019). These products can include insurance, the buying and selling of stocks,
bonds, annuities, commodities, and real estate, and more. A majority of financial planners sell
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financial products to their clients as part of their practice (and derive revenue from those
products), while some do not. This is an important distinction in the financial services industry.
According to IBISWorld, the market size for wealth management and advice in the USA
is over $57 billion in revenue and is growing now at about 4% annualized over the past five
years (IBISWorld, 2019). The Boston Consulting group estimates the global wealth management
industry to hold nearly $75 trillion assets under management (Kolakowski, 2019). The number of
advisors in the USA is a difficult number to pin down, with IBISWorld claiming that there are
close to 200,000 advisors employed by over 108,000 businesses (2019) and Cerulli Associates
suggesting just over 300,000 (Kitces, 2018). The estimates of the number of advisors employed
have usually been reported as declining due to the aging of professionals and subsequent
retirements. The Certified Financial Planner Board claims that that are just over 87,000
professionals holding the CFP® designation in the USA. It has been reported that 24% of the
USA advisors hold the CFP® certification (Kitces, 2016; Mattia, M., 2019). Therefore, it is
highly likely that many of the advisors in the sector are likely selling products and not giving
comprehensive financial advice. The Certified Financial Planner (CFP)® and Chartered
Financial Analyst (CFA) designations are important and sought-after financial services
certifications. To a lesser degree, the Certified Wealth Manager (CWM) designation is also
sought after. The CFP® and CFA degrees can take up to several years of study in order to pass
the rigorous exams that are given by the Certified Financial Planner Board of Standards, Inc and
CFA Institute respectively. The CFA degree tends to take longer to achieve and is more geared
to the analytics part of the profession. The median salary for financial advisors is over $89,000
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018), while the average is quite higher, at just over $121,000 (US
News, 2019). CFP designees can earn more income, with their median pay being more than
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$100,000 (Investopedia, 2018; Mattia M., 2019), although salaries vary with experience and a
partner designation in the firm. CFP® professionals in a solo practice can also generate between
40% and 100% more revenue for their firms than those without the certification (Shoeff, 2012).
Women comprise about 29% of all the financial advisors in the country (Data USA, 2019) with
some estimates as high as 33% (CFP Board, 2019). However, women make up only 23% of
those advisors holding the CFP degree (CFP Board, 2020). This percentage has remained
relatively stagnant for a decade. This number can be contrasted with the percentage of CPAs that
are women, which is estimated to be 44% (AICPA, 2019).
At a high level, the wealth management business can be segmented into six different
categories: retail, direct, broker-dealer independent RIA, full-service firms or wire houses,
private banks, regional banks with trust companies, and multi-family offices
(researchandmarkets.com, 2018).
The personal financial planning business can roughly be segmented into three categories:
fee based, commission based, and fee only. However, there is quite a bit of confusion among
consumers as to what the categories represent. There are also some hybrid models of
compensation. The fee only segment is the smallest segment. The smaller revenue base is
expected and due to the fact that commissions on product sales are not allowed. Monies earned
in a fee only practice come directly from the client as a fee (typically through an assets under
management (AUM) model or through project-based fees, such as through the creation of a
financial plan or tax services). While there is a suitability standard for all the financial advice
segments, fee only practices are held to a higher fiduciary standard (Mattia M., 2019). The
segmentation of fee only vs fee based is depicted in Figure 11. A fee based financial advisor not
only receives fees from the customer but also can often receive fees from the sale of product. The
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types of products sold include life and casualty insurance, estate planning referrals, mutual funds
themselves, and more. The commission-based advisor strictly makes revenue on the product
packages or bundles that are sold. These include insurance, stocks, mutual funds, annuities, and
more (Mattia M., 2019). Commission-based advisor’s income is earned based on the products
that they sell and also perhaps the accounts that they open (Palmer, 2019).
FEE-ONLY

FEE-BASED

Fee

Client

Fee

Client

Advisor

Advisor

Advise

Advise

Commissions

No Conflict of Interests
No Commissions

Mutual Funds

Annuities

Insurance

Figure 11. Fee-Only vs. Fee-Based Financial Advisor Compensation Models. *
*Figure 11 adapted from: https://dearmrm market.com/2014/04/21/ what-is-the-differencebetween-fee-only-and-fee-based-advisors.)
This is a highly fragmented industry, with many practices being owned and run by
founders or a small number of partners. The size of the fee only segment is about 20% of the
total financial advice sector but has been growing at a double-digit rate (Osterland, 2016; Mattia
M., 2019).
Financial Services, Financial Planning and Women
Women may directly control over $5 trillion dollars in investable assets worldwide
(Krawcheck, 2017). They also have influence over another $6 trillion dollars that they control
with husbands (Krawcheck, 2017). Men control significantly more money, but women are not a
small market. Moreover, women tend to outlive their spouses and they, therefore, obtain control
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over those monies as their husbands pass or maintain a share after a divorce. While women
choose both male and female financial planners, some prefer to work with other women (Mattia
L., 2016). Major corporations have targeted this market, but the acquisition process has been
slow to gain major traction. Corporations tend to be dominated by men at the top and there may
be complications to the onboarding process (see Figure 10).
In the financial services profession, women exit the market at higher rates than men at the
management level and above, thus leaving the industry with a rather consistent female presence
despite the increase in hires at the senior manager level and female onboarding initiatives such as
the FPA’s diversity and women’s initiatives. Figure 2 summarizes the situation as of 2016.
Barriers to women’s advancement in business have been attributed to the global stereotype that
males have the characteristics that are viewed as suitable for management (Schein, 2001). Other
research has focused on work-life balance issues and the role females play within the household
dynamic. The issue of women’s advancement may be related to unsupportive cultures with
respect to flexibility of work schedules (Beck & Davis, 2005; Metz, 2011; Neck, 2015).
A review of the academic literature finds little direct work concerning the combination of
women, retention rates in finance, and reasons for well-being on the job. Some of the common
reasons given for the lack of advancement for women in the industry are the long hours and
networking opportunities (Ogden & Maxwell, 2006; Woodward & Ozbilgin, 1999) and work-life
balance (Brewis & Grey, 1994; Ogden & Maxwell, 2006). However, if we consider other fields
such as accounting or being a manager in a CPA firm, we find that despite these also being
demanding jobs in terms of work-life balance, women seem to thrive from the share of jobs
perspective. 60.6% of all accountants and auditors in the USA are women and 51% of full-time
staff at CPA firms are women (Catalyst, 2019). Importantly, 44% of CPAs are women (AICPA,
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2019). Metz (2011) attributes women leaving the banking industry as being driven by
discriminatory practices and male dominant cultures that tend to squeeze women out of the
industry. Metz (2011) specifically argues that that family responsibilities (i.e., work-life balance)
are the not primary reason that women leave the banking industry in Australia.
In a qualitative methods approach, Neck (2015) examines why women leave financial
services positions in Australia. In her first paper, she conducts in-depth interviews with women
engaged in the financial services sector and concludes that the decision to leave appears to be
centered around various frustrations combined with the need for change and the ability to have
choices (Neck, 2015A). She particularly emphasizes that women have choice and summarizes
her qualitative findings by adding women’s decision to leave the job in finance were not due to
one aspect of the position. She importantly adds that women’s frustrations “were varied and
many related to issues raised in the literature that can impact women’s advancement including
issues around the way work is structured, bias and difficulties balancing work and family”
(Neck, 2015B, p. 508). In her mixed methods study, she finds empirical support for her
qualitative findings. The work structure in the industry, women seeking change, and women
having choices all are important factors in decisions to leave their positions (Neck, 2015B).
Frustrations that can trigger leaving include lack of promotion and issues with leadership
combined with personal triggers such as the need for change (Neck, 2015B). The presence of
children in the household also apparently creates perceptions of differential treatment within the
firm. I control for the presence of children in the household in the regression analysis in this
study. In the investment banking sector, particular frustration included perceptions of male
dominated culture, the lack of work-life balance, and perception of the field as being a “boys club”
(Neck, 2015B, p. 497).

70

Neck’s work is based on ethnographic considerations, barriers for women in the workplace,
and previous work done in the area of why women leave the industry. Outside of the methodology
utilized, the work is not modelled within a particular motivational or work satisfaction theory. This
leaves opportunity to better understand the motivations underpinning decisions to leave the financial
services profession from a theory perspective.
In a matched pairs study of higher-level financial services managers, it was uncovered that
women’s attitudes were more negative with respect to their organizational commitment and
intent-to-remain in their positions compared to men (Lyness, 1997).
Possible reasons for women in financial services to remain with their firm can be
conjectured based on the patterns found in other fields. For instance, persistence among women
in engineering (a field that is similar to finance in the sense that women are highly
underrepresented) has been attributed to self-efficacy and to being motivated by the challenge
and novelty of being in the that field (Buse et al., 2013). Like engineers, women financial
planners with CFP or CFA certifications must have a certain amount of analytic talent and be
able to thrive in the male dominated culture. Buse et al. (2013) conclude that a woman’s ability
to adapt in this engineering male dominated culture (which includes discrimination) enabled their
persistence. Published studies in engineering focused on why women tend to leave the profession
have been more plentiful than in the financial field. Marra et al. (2013) find that both academic
and non‐academic factors contribute to students’ decisions to leave engineering; they also
conclude that the non-academic factors were likely more important. They specifically articulate a
feeling of not belonging as a key reason for exit. Hunt (2015) summarizes the literature on
women leaving science and engineering as a combination of balancing work, being a minority, a
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lack of mentoring, and a hostile male culture. She concludes, however, that the main reason
women leave engineering is lack of pay and promotion (Hunt, 2015).
In an empirical findings study still under review, the present author found that females
who studied finance are not working in their field (positions closely related to finance) to the
same degree as males. I also found that job satisfaction factors more highly correlated with
motivators that appear to be more intrinsic in nature (such as seeking job challenges which could
be related to the idea of acquiring competencies.)
Study Rationale and Gaps in the Literature
Self-determination theory, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and their relationships with
supervisor autonomy support and job satisfaction have been studied across various work domains.
Additionally, SDT and its relationship with job retention and affective commitment has received
some attention by researchers, as cited in this paper. The constructs to measure the motivational
variables have also been thoroughly addressed in multiple cultures and languages (Gagné et al.,
2010; Gagné et al., 2015; Deci et al., 2001), while the role of gender in SDT has received some
attention (Baard et al., 2004; Reis et al., 2000; Van den Broeck, et al., 2016). However, the
application of SDT to work outcomes in the financial services area via quantitative methods has not
been studied outside of the banking industry (or at least studies have not been published). Moreover,
the combination of SDT with other factors such as gender and tenure, has received little to no
attention to date in the financial planning area. In the present study, I model the fundamental SDT
constructs with multiple outcome variables (job satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover
intention) in the financial planning field. I attempt to answer the question of SDT’s role in
determining the job-related outcomes and specifically hope to uncover factors that contribute to
planners intending to exit their positions (part of the problem of practice). I use multiple control
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variables (e.g., age, income, education, tenure, and presence of children in household, ). The goal
is to examine only the individual-level variances in the study.
I contribute to the body of knowledge in multiple areas such as Self-determination theory
at work and self-determination theory and gender. However, the problem of practice is
paramount and therefore the largest contribution of this research is in the area of financial
planner motivation in the workplace. We augment this with an investigation into gender
disparities.
The field of work motivation is quite expansive and complex. I use quantitative methods
to address these primary questions and utilize both intrinsic and extrinsic constructs and work
outcome related constructs in the overall structural equation model. The SDT constructs are then
combined with planner characteristics as independent variables in the regression modelling
process to help determine the effect of gender on turnover intention and affective work
commitment. We are motivated by both practice and academic reasons as we begin to determine
how SDT theory applies in the financial service environment.
Summary of Hypotheses
Based on theory presented, empirical studies that have been conducted, and on our
conceptual model, I developed sixteen hypotheses and summarize them in Table 5.
Table 5. Summary of Hypotheses.
Hypotheses

Research Questions
RQ1A and RQ1B

H1A

Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with work satisfaction among wealth advisors

H1B

Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with affective work commitment among wealth advisors

H1C

Autonomous motivation be negatively associated with turnover intentions among wealth advisors

H2A

Controlled motivation will be negatively associated with work satisfaction among wealth advisors

H2B

Controlled motivation will be negatively associated with affective work commitment among wealth advisors

H2C

Controlled motivation will be positively associated with turnover intentions among wealth advisors

H3

Supervisor autonomy support will be positively associated with autonomous motivation among wealth advisors
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Table 5 (Continued)
Hypotheses

Research Questions
RQ1A and RQ1B

H4

Work satisfaction will be positively associated with affective commitment among wealth advisors

H5

Affective work commitment will be negatively associated with turnover intention among wealth advisors

H6

The conceptual model we posited will be consistent with the data

H7

Autonomous motivation will mediate the effect of supervisor autonomy support on turnover intention among wealth
advisors
RQ2

H8

Turnover motivation factors will not differ between male and female wealth advisors

H9

Affective Commitment factors will not differ between male and female wealth advisors
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CHAPTER THREE:
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Summary of Methods
This chapter provides a comprehensive overview of the research methodology utilized in
this study. The chapter is segmented into four sections. Section one is an overview of the
participants. Section two provides a detailed discussion of the instruments used in the study, a
summary of the conceptual and operational definitions of those instrument items, a summary
construct and item list, and a summary of the respondent characteristic questions asked. Section
three discusses the software tools, construct reliability and validity, common method bias, and
the modeling methods utilized. The last section provides the sample data statistics and a brief
analysis.
Participants
The participants in the study were drawn from two primary sources: a Donnelly database
of financial advisors and wealth managers and a search of the wealth managers from the top
firms across major cities in the USA. The list of 5500 advisors was taken randomly from the
entirety of the Donnelly database by a database firm. This list was supplemented with a random
list of 1250 planners’ names and email addresses after a search of top 30 financial services
advisory companies in the USA. I directly emailed 760 wealth advisors from lists of the national
top 10 financial advisory firms that had email addresses. I used a survey link directly to those
760 and to approximately 300 members of the Financial Transitions Society. No systematic
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differences were found between the two data sources (data base email vs. survey link). The
targeted personnel for this study were financial wealth advisor employees. Participants were
included irrespective of all personal characteristics, save that they were financial advisors and
non-owners of firms. I began with a sampling frame of 6750 advisors and launched the survey in
two waves. It should be noted that the first wave of the survey was launched via the Qualtrics
survey system the first week of the USA stock market meltdown due to the coronavirus. This
certainly reduced the response rate and two more rounds of survey distributions along with the
personal mailing of the survey link were necessary to achieve adequate sample sizes for the type
of quantitative analysis that was utilized. The second wave of research was launched out of
necessity via Qualtrics six weeks later when the Coronavirus had not yet abated. Response rates
from industry resources likely had been softened considerably over the first half of 2020. Among
those that I sent the link to (760 advisors plus approximately 300 advisors from the Financial
Transition Society) and the original data base mailing, we received 235 completed responses, of
which 35 do not qualify for this study due to being owners (we allowed some owners near the
end of the survey to enter for use in future analyses, but these are excluded from this research).
Of the 235 completed responses, 200 were utilized as our sample before cleaning (all nonowners).
The total number of responses of any kind was 335 out of a total of 7810 for a total
response rate of 4.2%. Data cleaning for this research involved a line by line analysis of all of the
respondents. This was possible due to the moderate sample size of 200 fully completed
responses. One respondent was found who had too many missing values to include and two other
respondents who refused to answer the gender questions. Since gender was a variable of interest,
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important to the study, they were excluded from the data analysis. No imputations were
necessary. The final total sample size for this study is 197 with no missing values.
Instrumentation
The research design employed for the study was a cross sectional single source
quantitative design. My primary interest was the study of the motivational and support
determinants (including the three basic psychological needs, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation,
and supervisor autonomy support) that are relevant to turnover intention, affective work
commitment, and satisfaction at work. Altogether, I used six scales to investigate the
relationships between the study’s variables. Each of the scales are detailed in the following
sections. These well-established scales included one for the psychological needs, comprising
intrinsic motivation (autonomy, relatedness, and competency), and a separate one to measure the
spectrum of regulation including extrinsic, introjected, identified, intrinsic, and amotivation, and
one to measure supervisor autonomy support. Three separate and established scales were used to
measure the outcome variables, satisfaction with work, affective commitment, and turnover
intention.
Altogether the six scales yield twelve possible classification variables that could be
included in the study. A complete list of the variable conceptual and operational definitions is
provided in Tables 6-8. The actual constructs and the items that comprise the constructs are
included in Tables 10 and 11.
Following descriptive analyses, I conducted tests of reliability and validity. Following the
determination of the final constructs via exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA), the correlational structure of our constructs was examined. I specifically
analyzed the correlational matrix of the motivation segments for the presence of a self-

77

determination continuum (Ryan & Connell, 1989). I then tested the hypotheses and the proposed
conceptual model through multiple regression analysis, structural equation modeling, and
mediation modelling approaches. The initial inputs to the analyses included five components of
the autonomous motivation spectrum (intrinsic regulation, identified regulation, introjected
regulation, extrinsic regulation, and amotivation) and supervisor autonomy support while our
outputs are satisfaction at work, affective work commitment and turnover intention. Affective
commitment was chosen instead of normative and continuance commitment due its relevancy in
the SDT literature. Research indicates that affective commitment is more predictive of turnover
than other forms of organizational commitment (Mercurio, 2015) and its close relationship with a
person staying employed due to their own volition.
Outside of the structural equation model constructs and mediation model analyses,
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the psychological needs of
autonomy, relatedness, and competency. I would have liked to have included the needs as part of
the SEM (relating them to autonomous motivation), however, the samples size did not allow for
that.
The final analysis included multiple regression models to analyze the effect that gender
may have had on turnover intention, controlling for tenure as a planner, presence of children in
household, household income, education, and the various self-determination and motivationoriented variables. A separate model was constructed for the affective commitment outcome
variable. The instruments used in the study were sourced from previous SDT oriented studies
and other validated and reliable sources. These sources are described below. See Appendix B for
full details of the questionnaire used.
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Basic Psychological Needs Satisfaction
SDT is based on the idea that human beings have fundamental and universal
psychological needs. The primary survey instrument utilized is Basic Psychological Needs from
the Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS) (Deci, Ryan, Gagné, Leone, Usunov, & Kornazheva,
2001; Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, & Ryan, 1993; Kasser, Davey, & Ryan, 1992). Questions 1-14 are
related to intrinsic motivators. The 14 items utilized were measured on a five-point Likert-type
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Scoring of the scales are provided in this
section of the document. The MAWS scale has been validated and found to be reliable in many
countries and languages (Gagné, 2015). In this adaptation, five of the items measure autonomy
(e.g., “I am free to express my ideas and opinions on the job”), four of the items measure
competence (e.g., “I have been able to learn interesting new skills on my job”), and five items
assess relatedness (e.g., “I really like the people I work with”). A composite score is calculated
for satisfaction for each of the three needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness by
averaging the relevant item responses. One item for autonomy and one item for competence are
reverse scored.
Autonomous Motivation Spectrum
The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (Gagné, et al., 2014) was utilized as the
primary scale to evaluate autonomous motivation as it relates to the employee’s work. It has been
validated in seven languages and nine countries. Participants rated on a seven-point scale to what
degree certain reasons corresponded to putting effort into their current job, from 1 (corresponds
not at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly). I created a 20-item questionnaire with three items
evaluating amotivation (e.g., “I do little because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts
into”), seven items evaluating autonomous motivation, and ten evaluating controlled motivation.
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Autonomous motivation is further broken down to three items for intrinsic motivation or
regulation (e.g., “Because I have fun doing my job”) and four for identified motivation or
regulation (e.g., “Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me”). An extra
item for this construct was sourced from the Weims scale. Controlled motivation is divided into
four items for introjected motivation or regulation (e.g., “Because I have to prove to myself that I
can”) and six items for extrinsic motivation or regulation. Extrinsic regulation is further
segmented into two groups: extrinsic regulation – social (e.g., “To avoid being criticized by
others”) and extrinsic regulation – material (e.g., “Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put
enough effort into it”).
A composite score for each subscale is created by averaging the item scores within the
subscale.
Satisfaction with Work
Employee Job Satisfaction was measured using The Satisfaction with Work Scale
(SWWS). It was derived from the overall life satisfaction scale and validated by a team led by
Gagné (2007). I utilized a five-item measure that has been adapted to a five point agree-disagree
scale.
The survey asks participants to rate how closely a phrase describes their feeling about the
particular organization for which they are now working. Examples include “If I could change
anything at work I would change almost nothing” and “Until now, I have obtained the important
thing I wanted to get from my work”). A composite satisfaction with work measure is derived by
taking the average of the five responses.
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Affective Commitment
An individual’s commitment to the organization was measured using an adaptation of the
affective commitment scale developed by Meyer and Allen (1997). The four-item measure
includes statements (items) pertaining to employees’ perception of their relationship and
emotional attachment with the organization and their reasons for staying. The stem of the items
is “with respect to your own feelings about the particular organization for which you are now
working please indicated your agreement or disagreement with each statement.” Respondents
select a number from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Examples of the items rated
include “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization” and “This
organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.” The scoring of the scale is the
average of the individual item answers. Higher average scores indicate a higher satisfaction with
work. One item is reverse scored.
Turnover Intention
Employee perceived turnover intention was measured using a five-item scale adapted
from Luchak and Gellatly (2007) and used by Kuvaas et al. (2008). It is a Likert five-point scale
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Items include “I will probably look for a new job
next year,” and “I often think about quitting my present job.” The scoring of the scale is the
average of the individual item answers. Higher average scores indicate a greater intention to
leave the job or position.
Supervisor Autonomy Support
To assess an employee’s perception of supervisor autonomy support at work, a four-item
scale (adapted from Eisenberger et al., 1986, and found in Dysvik et al., 2013) was used. It is a
Likert five-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The instrument used
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asks participants to assess the items related to their experience with their direct supervisor.
Examples include “My work supervisor really cares about me” and “My supervisor cares about
my opinion.” The composite score is an average based on individual item scores with one score
being reversed. Higher average scores represent higher levels of perceived supervisor autonomy
support. One item is reverse scored.
Conceptual and Operational Definitions Summary
Conceptual and operational definitions have been accessed through peer reviewed articles
that were part of my literature review, financial industry articles, and definitions from the US
Census and Pew Research. Thirteen classification variables were included in the study along
with a description of all the advisor certifications and designations. A complete list of the
variable conceptual and operational definitions is provided in Tables 6-8. The actual constructs
and the items that comprise the constructs are included in Tables 10 and 11.
Those involved with providing wealth management advice may obtain other certifications
that are offered in the field. These other designations vary greatly in terms of what it takes to
acquire them. Most are standalone certifications. Others such as the Certified Financial
Transitionist (CeFT®)) designation require that the advisor already have the CFP® degree or one
of several other important designations. It is in a sense a “level up” designation. Other
designations such as the Certified Public Accountant designation are highly sought in other fields
(in this case accounting) but sometimes apply in wealth management as CPAs can and often do
give financial advice to clients. Still other designations focus on a particular aspect of advice
such as the Chartered Life Underwriter (CLU®) which is utilized by many selling or advising in
the insurance area. The list of other designations that were included in the survey are provided in
Table 9.
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Table 6. Operational and Conceptual Definitions for Input Factors.
Factor (IV)
Psychological Need
Satisfaction –
Autonomy (IV Factor)
Psychological Need
Satisfaction –
Relatedness (IV
Factor)
Psychological Need
Satisfaction –
Competence (IV
Factor)
Intrinsic Motivation
– Intrinsic Regulation
(IV Factor)
Extrinsic Motivation
– External
Regulation (IV
Factor)
Introjected
Regulation (IV
Factor)
Identified Regulation
(IV Factor)

Amotivation (IV
Factor)

Conceptual Definition
Autonomy is viewed as “being able to
experience choice and feeling like the initiator
of one’s own actions” (Baard et al., 2004, p.
2046 referenced from Deci 1975).
Relatedness can be conceptually defined as
“being able to establish a sense of mutual
respect and reliance with others” (Baard et al.,
2004, p. 2046, referenced from Baumeister &
Leary, 1995).
Competence is defined as being concerned
with “succeeding at optimally challenging
tasks and being able to attain desired
outcomes” (Baard et al., 2004, p. 2046)
Part of Autonomous Motivation. The most
autonomous form of motivation. Work done
for interest, and inherent satisfaction.
Part of Autonomous Motivation. People are
being motivated via a reward/punishment
system and are likely not behaving in an
autonomous fashion.
Part of Autonomous Motivation. Human
motivation is viewed as being introjected when
the person is motivated to act but does not
consider the act as their own.
Part of Autonomous Motivation. A locus of
causality that is somewhat internal. A person
in this category acts with the understanding
that there is personal importance in the
behavior.
Part of Autonomous Motivation. Amotivation
is the absence of intentionality to act (Gagné,
2005).

Operational Definition
Autonomy is measured as an average based on five items
from the Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS) Scale.
Adapted to Likert five-point scale from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree.”
Relatedness is measured as an average based on five
individual items from (MAWS) Scale. Likert five-point
scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

Competence is measured as an average based on four
individual items from the MAWS. Likert five-point scale
from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
Measured as an average based on three individual items.
From the Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale
(MWMS) – (Gagné et al., 2014) with a seven-point
correspondence.
Measured as the average of six items. From the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS) –
(Gagné et al., 2014) with a seven-point correspondence.
Measured as the average of four items. From the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS) –
(Gagné et al., 2014) with a seven-point correspondence.
Measured as the average of four items. Three from the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS) –
(Gagné et al., 2014), one from Weims Scale. Scale is
seven-point correspondence.
Measured as the average of three items. From the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS) –
(Gagné et al., 2014) with a seven-point correspondence.

Table 7. Operational and Conceptual Definitions for Behavioral Outputs & Antecedents.
Factor (DV)
Satisfaction with
Work (DV)

Conceptual Definition
How people feel about their jobs and different
aspects of their job (Spector, 1997).

Affective
Commitment (DV)

Affective Commitment implies an intention to
persist in course of action. Affective
commitment measures intention to stay
because a person wants to (Meyer & Allen,
2004).

Intention to leave
organization –
Turnover Intention
(DV)

Intention to leave is defined as “an
‘individual’s own estimated probability
(subjective) that they are permanently leaving
the organization at some point in the near
future” (Vandenberg & Nelson, 1999, P.
1315).
Defined as the work support from ones direct
supervisor. “Managers provide a meaningful
rationale for doing tasks, emphasize choice
rather than control, and acknowledge
employee’s feelings and perspective” (Gillet et
al., 2013. P. 451

Supervisor
Autonomy Support
(IV Factor –
Antecedent)
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Operational Definition
Overall work satisfaction is based on The Satisfaction
with work scale (SWWS). It was derived from the overall
life satisfaction scale and validated by a team led by
Gagné (2007). We utilized a five-item measure that has
been adapted to a five point agree-disagree scale and the
average is used.
Affective commitment is based on four-item scaled
adapted from the one developed by Meyer and Allen
(1997). Uni-dimensional variable. Respondents indicated
their degree of agreement on a Likert five-point scale
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The
average is used.
Turnover intention is based on a five-item scale adapted
from Luchak and Gellatly, and used by Kuvaas (2008).
Uni-dimensional variable. Likert five-point scale from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The average is
used.
To be measured as an average based on individual
Supervisor Support questions. Four item average (adapted
from Eisenberger et al. (1986) and found in Dysvik
(2013)). Likert five-point scale from “1 – strongly
disagree” to “5 – strongly agree.”

Table 8. Operational and Conceptual Definitions for Financial Advisor Characteristics.
Factor (IV)
Compensation Type –
(Fee-Only/Fee -Based
or Commission based

Level of Educations

MBA Degree
CFA Certificate
CFP Certificate
Other Certifications

Gender

Race
Tenure
Marital Status

Children in
Household
Age
Income

Conceptual Definition
Monies earned in a fee only practice come from
the client as a fee. Fee based financial advisor
receive fees customer and perhaps from the sale
of products. Commission based receive their
compensation from selling securities like stocks,
bonds and ETFs (transaction based).
Education is “organized and sustained
communication designed to bring about
learning” (UNESCO, 1976).
An internationally recognized degree designed
to develop the skills for careers in business.
Certified Financial Analyst (CFA®)
certification.
Financial Planning (CFP®) certification.
Various –CeFT® , CPA®, CLU®, CRC,
CAIA®, AIFA®, CIMA®, ChFC®, AIF®,
PFS®. (see below)
Gender is a social construction whereby a
society assigns certain tendencies/ behaviors the
labels of masculine or feminine (US Census
Bureau, 2020).
A person’s self-identification with one or more
social groups (US Census Bureau, 2020).
The measure of the length of time an employee
has been employed in the profession.
Marital status identifies four major categories.
These terms refer to the marital status at the
time of the enumeration (US Census Bureau,
2020).
Includes own children and all other children
under 18 years old in the household who are
related the head (US Census Bureau, 2020).
The length of time in completed years that a
person has lived (US Census Bureau, 2020).
The income of the householder and all other
individuals 15+ years in household (US Census
Bureau, 2020).

Operational Definition
Categorical variable nominal scale with up to three
choices.

Categorical variable with eight choices. What is the
highest degree or level you have completed?
Categorical binary variable (Yes/No).
Categorical binary variable (Yes/No).
Categorical binary variable (Yes/No).
Check off list – Check all that apply.

Categorical variable with four choices. What gender do
you identify as?

Categorical variable with eight choices. What is your
race?
Categorical variable with six choices. How long have you
been in the planner/advisor field?
Categorical variable with five choices. What is your
current marital status?

Categorical binary variable (Yes/No).

Categorical variable with eight choices. What is your age?
Categorical Variable with six choices. What is your
annual household income range?

Table 9. Definitions of Other Advisor Certifications.
Certified Transition Specialist – CeFT®

Advisors specialize in helping those undergoing a life transition.

Certified Public Accountant – CPA®

In this context, CPAs advise in areas such as tax, personal accounting, and possibly
investments. Rigorous exam must be passed.
Obtained from The American College of Financial Services. Diverse eight course
educational program (no exam).
Level up designation for CPAs who help individuals with wealth management. Obtained
from The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA).
Chartered life underwriter (CLU) is a designation for advisors focusing on life
insurance and estate planning. Conferred by The American College of Financial Services.
Issued by the Investments and Wealth Institute and an exam must be passed. Focus is on
investment advice.
Issued by Center for Fiduciary Studies and an exam must be taken. Focus is on ethics and
the understanding of the principles of what it means to be a fiduciary.
Issued by Center for Fiduciary Studies and includes a final exam. This designation focuses
on the process of conducting fiduciary assessments.
Issued by International Foundation for Retirement Education (InFRE). A final exam must
be passed. Focus is on retirement financial advice.
Granted by the Chartered Alternative Investment Analyst. Two levels of examination must
be completed. Designees have met the standard for advisors in the area of alternative
investments (e.g., hedge funds, derivatives and more).
Issued by a university, the Juris Doctor degree is a graduate degree in law.

Chartered Financial Consultant – ChFC®
Personal Finance Specialist – CPA/PFS
Chartered Life Underwriter – CLU®
Certified Investment Management Analyst
– CIMA®
Accredited Investment Fiduciary – AIF®
Accredited Investment Fiduciary
Analyst™ – AIFA®
Certified Retirement Counselor –
CRC®
Chartered Alternative Investment
Analyst – CAIA
Attorney – JD
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Previously validated constructs were used in the modelling process. As has been common
research practice, autonomous motivation is comprised of both of the more highly intrinsic
regulation constructs, intrinsic and identified regulation. In a similar fashion, controlled
motivation has been comprised of the more highly extrinsic sub constructs, social and material
extrinsic regulation and introjected regulation. The multi-item questions for each of the
constructs are summarized in Tables 10 and 11.
Table 10. Original Independent Variable Constructs and Items.
Construct/Dimension
Autonomy (AU):
Being able to experience choice and
feeling like the initiator of one’s own
actions

Relatedness (RE):
Being able to establish a sense of mutual
respect and reliance with others

Competency (CO):
The perceived capability to derive
pathways to desired goals and motivate
oneself to those pathways
Intrinsic Motivation (IM):
Work done for interest, and inherent
satisfaction
Identified Regulation (IR)
Locus of causality that is somewhat
internal

Extrinsic Regulation Social, Extrinsic
Regulation Material (ER)
People are being motivated via a
reward/punishment system

Introjected Regulation: (INR)
Person is motivated to act but does not
consider the act as their own

Amotivation (AM).
Person is not motivated to act

Autonomy Support (AS)
Managers provide a meaningful rationale
for doing tasks, emphasize choice rather
than control, and acknowledge
employee’s feelings and perspective

Items
MAWS Scale Revised Scale
AU1: I feel like I can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my job gets done
AU6: I am free to express my opinions on the job
AU10. My feelings are taken into consideration
AU12: I feel like I can pretty much be myself at work
AU14: When I am at work I do what I am told
MAWS Scale Revised Scale
RE2: I really like people I work with
RE5: I get along with people at work
RE7: I consider the people I work with to be my friends
RE11: People at work care about me
RE13: People at work are pretty friendly toward me
MAWS Scale Revised Scale
CO3. I do not feel very competent when I am at work
CO4: People at work tell me I am good at what I do
CO8: I have been able to learn interesting new skills on my job
CO9: Most days I feel a sense of accomplishment from working
MWMS Scale
IM37: Because the work I do is interesting
IM41: Because I have fun doing my job
IM50: Because what I do in my work is exciting
MWMS Scale
IR33: Because I personally consider it important to put efforts in this job
IR38: Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me
IR46: Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values
IR52: Because this is the type of work I do to maintain a certain lifestyle
MWMS Scale
ER34: Because others will reward me financially, only if I put enough effort in my job
ER39: To get others’ approval (supervisor, colleagues, family, clients…)
ER43: Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort into it
ER44: Because others will respect me more (supervisor, colleagues, family)
ER47: Because others will offer me greater job security if I put enough effort in my job
ER51: To avoid being criticized by others
MWMS Scale
INR36: Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself
INR40: Because I have to prove to myself that I can
INR45: Because it makes me feel proud of myself
INR48: Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself
MWMS Scale
AM35: I don’t because I really feel that I’m wasting my time at work
AM42: I do little because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts into
AM49: I don’t know why I’m doing this job, it’s pointless work
Four-item scale adapted from Eisenberger, et al. (1986) and found in Dysvik (2013)
AS24: My work supervisor really cares about me
AS25: My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values
AS26: My supervisor cares about my opinion
AS27: My supervisor shows very little concern for me
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Table 11. Dependent Variable Constructs and Items.
Construct/Dimension
Satisfaction with Work (WS)
How people feel about their jobs and different aspects of their job

Affective Commitment (AC):
Implies an intention to persist in course of action and measures
intention to stay because “they want to”

Turnover Intention (TI):
An individual’s own estimated probability (subjective) that they
are permanently leaving the organization at some point in the near
future the near future

Items
The Satisfaction with Work Scale (SWWS) – Revised Scale
WS19: In general, the type of work I do corresponds closely to
what I want in life
WS20: The conditions under which I do my work are excellent
WS21: I am satisfied with the type of work I do
WS22: Until now, I have obtained the important things I wanted to
get from my work
WS23: If I could change anything at work I would change almost
nothing
Four-item scale adapted from the one developed by Meyer and
Allen (1997)
AC15: I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with
this organization
AC16: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own
AC17: I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my
organization
AC18: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for
me
Turnover intention is based on a five-item scale adapted from
Luchak and Gellatly
TI28: I will probably look for a new job next year
TI29: I will likely actively look for a new job within the next three
years
TI30: I often think about quitting my present job
TI31: I may quit my job within the next 12 months
TI32: I do not see many prospects for the future in this
organization

Procedure
Sample
All of the survey instruments and financial planner characteristics were combined into a
single questionnaire and entered into the Qualtrics Survey System. Participants, after reading the
consent form and agreeing to consent, were provided with the questionnaire. The participants
were offered a $5 gift card for participation that was fulfilled by Qualtrics in the first wave. The
incentive was increased to $10 gift card for the second sampling wave and for those respondents
acquired via the links. The questionnaire was completed on an anonymous basis. Owners or selfidentified significant principals of firms who may have received the email and survey were
screened out for this analysis (except for the aforementioned 35 respondents collected at the end
of the collection period and not included in this research study). The survey and consent form are
provided in Appendix B.
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I obtained the University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval for this
study and have adhered to the guidelines as provided by them. In addition to the consent form,
all respondents were informed of the primary purpose of the research and also informed that the
survey was confidential. Consent was a prerequisite of survey initiation. All responses have been
reported as a collective.
Scale Scoring
The variable items are named based on their question number in the survey. Each of the
constructs initially were scored as follows:2
Autonomy – Average of five items (AU1, AU6, AU10, AU12, AU14). AU14 is reversed scored.
Relatedness – Average of five items (RE2, RE5, RE7, RE11, RE13).
Competency – Average of four items (CO3, CO4, CO8, CO9). CO3 is reverse scored.
Autonomous Motivation – Average of seven items (IM37, IM41, IM50, & IR33, IR38, IR46,
IR52).
Intrinsic Motivation – Average of three items (IM37, IM41, IM50).
Identified Regulation – Average of four items (IR33, IR38, IR46, IR52).
Controlled Motivation – Average of ten items (ER34, ER39, ER43, ER44, ER47, ER51 &
INR36, INR40, INR45, INR48).
An alternative Autonomous Motivation aggregate can be calculated as the average of 1x
Identified Regulation + 2* Intrinsic Motivation.
2

Post reliability, EFA, and CFA analysis, items IR52, INR45, and INR48 were dropped from the constructs,

aggregate constructs and further analyses. Furthermore, based on EFA and CFA, the factor structure for extrinsic
regulation and introjected regulation turned out to be a 2-factor structure of the combination of the two original
constructs that have been renamed as extrinsic reward and extrinsic punishment.
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Likewise, an alternative Controlled Motivation aggregate can be calculated as the average of 1x
introjected motivation + 2* Controlled Motivation.3
Extrinsic Regulation – Average of six items (ER34, ER39, ER43, ER44, ER47, ER51).
Introjected Regulation – Average of four items (INR36, INR40, INR45, INR48).
Amotivation – Average of three items (AM35, AM42, AM49).
Autonomy Support – Average of four items (AS24 – AS27). AS27 is reverse scored.
Satisfaction at Work – Average of five items (WS19 – WS23).
Affective Commitment – Average of four items (AC15 – AC18). AC17 is reverse scored.
Turnover Intention – Average of all five items (TI28 – TI32).
A relative autonomous motivation index can be calculated as
RAI=(−2∗Extrinsic)+(−1∗Introjected)+(1∗Identified)+(2∗Intrinsic) (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989 as
cited in Howard et al., 2020).
Throughout the analyses, I utilized the autonomous motivation aggregate and the two
factor extrinsic constructs that I eventually developed. I attempted to aggregate the extrinsic
regulation items into controlled motivation, but the splitting of the items into two separate new
factors did not allow for that (see model analysis summary section). It is not appropriate to create
a weighted aggregate of autonomy, relatedness, and competence based on a meta-analytic study
headed by Van den Broeck et al. (2016). I therefore keep each of these as a disaggregated
variable to be used in statistical testing and in the regression models to follow. They are not
utilized in the SEM process.

3

Using RAI index formula from Grolnick and Ryan 1989.

88

Model Analysis Summary
I follow a multi-step process in order to adequately address the hypotheses proposed. We
incorporate the two-step process recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and utilized by
Pepe (2009) but EFA for each construct. The EFA was conducted before investigating the factor
structure of our measures through CFA and creating regression models and SEM analyses.
Psychometric measures such as the ones considered in this study are subject to error. One type of
error is instrument error. Reliability within the psychometric context refers to the consistency of
measurement procedure (John & Martinez, 2000). The actual measures of reliability “describe
the extent to which the scores produced by the procedure are reproducible” (John & Martinez,
2000, p. 342). Cronbach’s alpha (1951) is an often-used procedure to estimate construct
reliability. Cronbach’s alpha measure was used to assess the internal consistency reliability for
each of the instrument items in this study. The results for each scale are provided in the next
section. Cronbach’s alpha is not the only measure of reliability, although it is most frequently
cited. Where it is necessary, I call attention to the construct values’ inter-item correlations and
greatest lower-bound statistics.
Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were employed to build and
verify the validity of the measurement models corresponding to the model constructs. JASP
version 12 for Windows was used to conduct the EFA on twelve measures using parallel
analysis, principal axis factoring, and oblique rotation method (Promax). In exploratory factor
analysis, the question to be addressed is: What are the underlying or latent constructs that could
have produced the observed pattern of variances and covariances among the variables (Swisher,
Beckstead, & Bebeau, 2004)? The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is generally based on a
strong theoretical basis and allows one to specify an exact factor structure in advance (Swisher,
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Beckstead, & Bebeau, 2004). CFA is used to test an existing theory and examines the underlying
structure of the constructs and examines if this model fits the data adequately (Bandalos, 1996;
Matsunaga, 2010). I believe that I have a strong theoretical basis for the constructs; however, I
still conducted the Factor analysis on this sample as required. The CFA was also conducted
utilizing the JASP software system (Rosseel, 2012). A summary of all the CFA loadings for each
of the factor or item combinations is provided in Tables 26 and 27 in the results chapter.
My approach was to first randomly split the sample in half and conduct the EFAs and the CFAs
on each possible construct using separate halves of the data. We then conducted the EFA and
CFA work on the total sample of 197 respondents. The total sample results mirror well the split
sample results. The CFA comparisons for the total and split sample loadings are provided in
Appendix A Tables A10 and A11.
Measurement Model Analysis: Reliability and Validity
Overall, for ten of the original twelve constructs the Cronbach alpha scores ranged from
.71 to .90 and meet the usual cutoff of .7 (Nunnally, 1978) and certainly the cutoff of .6
suggested by Bagozzi et al., (1991). Among the retained constructs only, the need competence
had alphas less than .7 (.61). Competence is a construct that is not considered in the SEM
analysis but was included in the regression analysis that we conduct in the last section of the key
findings chapter. The introjected regulation construct also scored less than .7 and that construct
did not remain wholly intact upon the factor analysis. The Motivation at Work Scale and the
Multi-Dimensional Motivation at Work Scale have both been subjected to many reliability tests
in the past and the constructs have been shown to be reliable across many applications as have
the scales for autonomy support and our outcome variables. As recommended by Tavakol
(2011), Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each of the constructs rather than for the entire test
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or scale. For the Basic Psychologic Need States the Cronbach alpha scores for autonomy and
relatedness were .75 and .84 respectively. The fact that all three constructs were less than .9
suggests that they are not redundant. (Table 19 in the results chapter).
For the sub constructs that form autonomous and controlled motivation and amotivation,
Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .77 to .84 with one exception – introjected regulation. Introjected
regulation was not a retained construct, although the items that comprised it formed another
factor which did have resulting adequate alpha levels. I did remove variable INR45 due to its
negative effect on reliability and on the subsequent EFA. I also removed the IR51 item from
identified regulation due to poor performance in both reliability analysis and EFA, and when the
item was removed, the construct identified regulation achieved an alpha level of .79. Table 20
(results chapter) details the alpha levels for the retained motivational constructs.
The aggregate constructs of autonomous motivation (weighted for intrinsic and identified
regulation) had adequate Cronbach’s alpha of .78 (Table 19). Supervisor autonomy support’s
alpha was a robust .86. For the outcome variables of work satisfaction, affective commitment,
and turnover intention, Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .71 to .90. As with the other constructs the
reliabilities were all above the cutoff point. See Table 21 for details.
Exploratory factor analysis of the psychological needs was conducted to confirm the
validity of the three needs of autonomy, relatedness, and competence. Parallel analysis factoring
was utilized along with an eigenvalue greater than one approach as a secondary check. Factor
loadings onto each of the respective constructs was robust. In particular, the factor analysis for
the construct relatedness was strong (see Table A2 in Appendix A).
Exploratory factor analysis of the spectrum of regulations from amotivation to intrinsic
regulation was conducted. The EFA for intrinsic regulation, identified regulation (IR52
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removed), and amotivation all yield solid results and unidimensional constructs. Additionally, a
weighted combined construct (autonomous motivation) comprised of intrinsic and identified
regulation could also be considered a single factor based on the EFA. However, I did not achieve
factors that precisely aligned with our constructs of extrinsic and introjected regulation. Each
construct split into two factors and combining them into an aggregate weighted controlled
motivation construct also yielded two factors. The items in the two factors align along the lines
of regulation that can be perceived as more egregious forms of controlling (punishment) versus a
more reward orientation. This is explored more deeply in a CFA analysis of the constructs in the
key findings section of the paper. The final constructs are provided in Tables 26 and 27.
Separately exploratory factor analysis of supervisor autonomy support (Table A9) and the
three outcome variables was conducted. For each outcome variable, the construct was seen to be
single factor construct with very good loading values (Table 25).
For the confirmatory factor analysis, maximum likelihood was used for parameter
estimation, as this has been deemed most appropriate for multivariate normal data and sample
sizes that are greater than 200 (Kline, 2005). I begin by measuring the quality of latent constructs
that we are using in our SEM. I ran the confirmatory factor analysis for all nine latent constructs
within the one measurement model. My check for convergent validity involved ensuring that
loadings were at least .4 or higher. Discriminant validity exists when no two constructs are
highly correlated. If two constructs are highly correlated (greater than 0.85), one should explore
combining the constructs (Meyer, 2020). In terms of this analyses and based upon prior research
in this area, I intend to combine two of the constructs for simplicity (identified regulation and
intrinsic regulation) into a construct called autonomous motivation. That construct was given the
weighting scheme identified previously. I began by maintaining a two-construct approach for the
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more extrinsic forms of motivation (extrinsic regulation and introjected regulation). However,
the items comprising those two posited factors did not align as supposed. As with the EFA work,
I did achieve the two-factor structure; however, the groups cannot be referred to as extrinsic and
introjected. The items formed more naturally into two groups which can be referred to as reward
and punishment. Resulting reliabilities for these two new constructs are .76 and .75 respectively.
In this context, reward is constructed from items that involve job pay, job security, and praise.
Punishment is comprised of job insecurity attributes such as possibly losing the job, being
criticized for performance, or being made to feel ashamed of one’s performance.
Due to the reward-punishment factorization, I conduct the bivariate analysis, multiple
regression, and SEM work with these two constructs and not with the constructs of purely
extrinsic and purely introjected regulation. We do not aggregate the two constructs (reward and
punishment) to a higher order construct.
Based on this result, I modify my initial hypotheses (H2A, H2B, H2C) and add three new
hypotheses (H2D, H2E, H2F) since the study no longer has a single controlled motivation
construct. I, therefore, have add to the review of the literature additional references to the impact
of rewards and new references to the effect of job security on the outcome variables. Extrinsic
rewards have been shown to be positively associated with affective commitment (O’Driscoll &
Randall, 1999; Kuvass, 2006). Likewise, extrinsic reward has been also shown to be a positive
predictor of job satisfaction (Cho & Perry, 2012; Linz & Semykina, 2012). However, Terera and
Ngirande (2014) find no relationship between reward and job satisfaction. The research has
consistently shown that intrinsic motivation plays a greater role than extrinsic rewards on both
job satisfaction and affective commitment (O’Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Kuvass, 2006; Cho &
Perry, 2012). Extrinsic rewards appear to have a role in reducing turnover intention (Ali, 2008;
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Terera, & Ngirande, 2014). In the aforementioned studies, rewards have typically involved
opportunities for pay or bonuses. However, some of the studies included extrinsic rewards such
as benefits, praise, opportunities for promotion, and opportunities for increased job security.
Studies have shown that job insecurity negatively impacts job satisfaction (De Witte &
Buitendach, 2005; Reisel et al., 2010). De Witte and Buitendach (2005) also find a negative
relationship between job insecurity and affective work commitment. Finally, studies have shown
that job insecurity is positively associated with turnover intention (Olaniyan & Hystad, 2016;
Lee & Jeong, 2017). In these studies, job insecurity refers mainly to fear of losing the job or
perceived threats to job continuity. Other insecurities have included retirement security or
insecurity. Based on this updated research review, I posit that extrinsic reward will be positively
associated with job satisfaction and affective commitment and negatively associated with
turnover intention. I anticipate the opposite associations for extrinsic punishment. That is,
extrinsic punishment will be negatively associated with work satisfaction and affective
commitment and positively associated with turnover intention. I address hypotheses H1A, H1B,
HIC, and H2A through H2F in regression models and provide further support through the SEM
work where applicable. The new set of hypotheses is provided below in Table 12.
A brief summary of how the factors were arrived at is provided in the results section. A
summary of all the CFA loadings for each of the individual factor or item combinations is
provided in Tables 26 and 27.
Before addressing the structured equations model analysis, I conduct a series of
correlational analyses on all the latent variables relevant to SEM or mediation work. I also
conduct bivariate analyses on the psychological needs. Several regression models are then
executed to address a number of hypotheses.
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Table 12. Amended Research Hypotheses.

H1A

Research Questions
RQ1A and RQ1B
Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with work satisfaction among wealth advisors

H1B

Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with affective work commitment among wealth advisors

H1C

Autonomous motivation be negatively associated with turnover intentions among wealth advisors

H2A

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be positively associated with job satisfaction among wealth advisors

H2B

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be positively associated with affective work commitment among wealth advisors

H2C

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be negatively associated with turnover intentions among wealth advisors

H2D

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be negatively associated with work satisfaction among wealth advisors

H2E

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be negatively associated with affective commitment among wealth advisors

H2F

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be positively associated with turnover intention among wealth advisors

H3

Supervisor autonomy support will be positively associated with autonomous motivation among wealth advisors

H4

Work Satisfaction will be positively associated with affective commitment among wealth advisors

H5

Affective work commitment will be negatively associated with turnover intention among wealth advisors

H6

The conceptual model we posited will be consistent with the data

Hypotheses

H8

Autonomous motivation will mediate the effect of supervisor autonomy support on turnover intention among wealth
advisors
RQ2 – Gender
Turnover motivation factors will not differ between male and female wealth advisors

H9

Affective Commitment factors will not differ between male and female wealth advisors

H7

Structural Equation Model (SEM)
One of our primary goals is to the validate the conceptual model that I propose. Structural
equation models can be utilized to assess the relationships among latent constructs. I have
observed variable measurements that have been acquired through our survey instrument. These
variables define latent structures relevant for the research. The SEM process defines how the
variables form constructs and quantifies the relationships between the latent constructs in the
proposed model. The SEM process assumes that relationships between the constructs already
exists and have been to some extent established in prior research (albeit in other work domains).
The SEM process is viewed as the preferred process to help confirm (or not confirm) the
theoretical model that is posited (Schumacker & Lomax, 2016). Thus, the technique is suitable
for helping to answer my first two research questions. I understand that the effects found are
effects from the model and not necessarily the only effects (there could be other mediating
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variables not considered.) In reporting our analysis, the research follows the strong suggestions
made by MacCullum and Austin (2000), as referenced by Schumacker and Lomax (2016), and
the checklist for SEM provided by Schumacker and Lomax (2016). The checklist includes
articulating what software and version are being used, obtaining an adequate sample size
(approximately 200), checking for and addressing missing data, conducting analysis on each
item, and checking for assumptions, evaluating measurement models before the structural
models, checking for an alternative model and evaluating the competing model(s) based on
several methods of fit, and checking for parsimony. Each of these checklist areas is addressed
either in this chapter or the results chapter.
The SEM analysis was executed utilizing the JASP software. For SEM, JASP
incorporates the lavaan routine (Rosseel, 2012) which is part of the R software package. I utilize
the lavaan version 0.6-6 in our research. Version 3.5.3 of R studio was utilized as well. If the
data contain missing values, the default behavior in lavaan to delete the entire observation. There
are options to use MCAR (missing completely at random) or MAR (missing at random). After
line by line analysis, there were no missing data in the data set and no imputations.
The primary variables for the SEM process are all considered continuous for this
analysis. The analyses were conducted using raw data and robust maximum likelihood
estimation. I specifically use the MLM functionality in lavaan since we would like the fit to be
robust against any non-normality. Only three items were correlated and each of the correlations
were done within their latent constructs.
The first model tested incorporated six latent variables and 27 items (six for autonomous
motivation, four for extrinsic regulation reward, three for extrinsic regulation punishment, five
for satisfaction with work, four for affective commitment, and five for turnover intention). It is
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difficult to develop generalized guidelines regarding sample size requirements (MacCallum et
al., 1999; Wolf et al., 2013). The sample size required seems to depend upon many possible
considerations. For instance, the number of factors, the number of items per factor, the
correlation value of the loadings, the magnitude of missing data, and the magnitude of the
regressive paths all may play a role in determining the appropriate sample sizes (Wolf et al.,
2013). The general rule of thumb has been to have between 5 and 10 observations per item
measured, though others have stated that a 20:1 ratio for the number of subjects to the number of
model parameters (Kline, 2015) or a 10:1 ratio (Schreiber et al., 2006) may be fine or at least be
a realistic target (Suhr, 2006; Kovaz, 2020). The present study for Model 1, contains six latent
constructs or variables derived from a total of 27 items or questions in the survey that were
related to the factors (items IR52, INR45 and INR48 were dropped in either the EFA or CFA
work). There are also nine paths to consider in the larger model, Model 1. The sample size of
197 fits approximately within the guidelines 5 to 10 per item within this slightly more restrictive
model.
The goal is to validate the conceptual model that has been posited, acknowledging that
this model is somewhat saturated. I examine another model that may be more parsimonious and
also examine subsets of the models in the analysis section. Fit criteria include Chi square, Akaike
information criterion (AIC), Goodness of Fit (GFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) (Parry, 2019). In the first SEM model, autonomous motivation,
extrinsic reward, and extrinsic punishment are exogenous variables. The endogenous variables
are satisfaction with work, affective work commitment, and turnover intention. The first
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hypothesized model, where the construct-controlled motivation was assumed viable, was initially
the conceptual model to be validated and that full model is provided in Figure 12.

Figure 12. Original Conceptual Model.
Based on upon the EFA and CFA analysis, a new “base” model is hypothesized, and it is
that model that is being tested for fit by hypothesis H6. This model is the same as the base model
with the exception that controlled motivation has now split into reward and punishment (see
Figure 13).

Figure 13. New Conceptual Model.
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It is important to note that neither the basic psychological needs nor supervisor autonomy
support are included as part of the exogenous variables in the SEM. This is due to the sample
size constraints, given that many more items would have had to been added to the measurement
model. I do, however, consider them as separate variables and calculate the correlation between
the needs, supervisor autonomy support, and the autonomous motivation construct in a separate
analysis. I also include them in the multiple regression models pertaining to gender as
appropriate. This is justified since those items went through the reliability and validity checks
along with the other possible constructs.
Mediation Models
In order to test hypothesis H7, a mediation model was created for the role that
autonomous motivation may play in mediating autonomy supports effect on turnover intention.
In JASP we use full information maximum likelihood estimation. A bootstrap method (1000
samples) was conducted to determine the confidence intervals associated with the mediation
effects. In order to test the relationship of supervisor autonomy support directly on autonomous
motivation, we used simple linear regression. One could also look at the coefficient in the path
model to look for magnitude of the effect. The mediation being test is provided in Figure 14.

Figure 14. Mediation of Autonomy Support by Autonomous Motivation.
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Multiple Regression Models
I would have preferred to create SEM models by group (male vs female) in order to
address research question three and hypotheses H8 and H9. However, I did not achieve the
sample sizes necessary to achieve this preference. Therefore, separate multiple regression models
were developed that controlled for tenure in the field, presence of children in the household, age,
education, and income. I incorporated the previously identified independent variable factors to
account for differences in in turnover intention and affective commitment with gender
incorporated as a dummy variable. The regressions were conducted in JASP version 0.12.2.
Ordinary Least Squares regression was utilized, and I treated the variables as continuous in this
part of the study. I include all the possible validated constructs including the psychological needs
and the construct of amotivation as possible drivers in the models. Only the significant
coefficients in each of the two models are reported with the appropriate exception of control
dummy variables with at least one significant factor.
Common Method Bias
There are reasons to interpret the results of this study with caution and these are
discussed in the limitations section of this document. However, one of the key limitations is that
all data were gathered using the same self-report questionnaire methodology. This potentially
raises the issue of common method effects or common method bias (CMB). Method variance
refers to variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the construct of
interest (Bagozzi & Yi, 1991, from Podsakoff, 2003). I attempted to mitigate this circumstance
by using scales and measures that have been utilized many times in the literature and are
therefore well established. Following the recommendation of Pavlou et al. (2007) and the
correlation table of the latent variables were examined for correlations above .9 (which may
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suggest CMB). The correlations for all the constructs were determined and all were far below
0.90 (see Table 32 in results chapter). The study made little use of reverse coded items per
DiStefano and Mot (2006). I also conducted Harman’s single factor test for eigenvalues greater
than one. The first factor accounted for 33.4% of the variance, which is below the 50% rule of
thumb threshold.
Analysis of the Sample
The JASP Software Package was used to analyze all of the questions. The responses from
Qualtrics were put into an Excel database. Both PowerPoint software and JASP software for
summary analysis and data visualizations are utilized.
Outside of the criteria that all participants must be in some form of wealth advisor
position, the only other criteria were that the respondents could not be the business owner or
primary principal nor could they be less than eighteen years old. Among the participants (n
=197), 121 were male (61%) and 76 were female (39%). Versus the industry split, this
composition is a bit weighted towards the female segment. In addition, 49% of the respondents
claimed to have a child under eighteen (18) in the household. 56% of the respondents claimed to
have the CFP certification, which is a rather high figure especially for the percentage for females
having this certification. This higher percentage was likely a function of the organizations that
sent out the requests for response having a larger percentage of CFPs in their network than the
population at large. The 18% figure for the CFA designation is more consistent with the USA
percentage of CFPs. Table 13 provides an overview of the sample characteristics. Table 14
provides an overview of the length of time participants were in their field. The tenure statistics
indicated that just over 30% of the sample has been in the profession for over 15 years.
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Table 13. Characteristics of the Sample – Major Variables.
Total %
85
50
56
18

% Males
61
82
55
53
22

% Females
39
88
41
62
12

% bachelor’s degree or higher
% MBA
% white

82
28
79

84
27
83

78
29
71

% income < $50,000
% income = $50,000 - $100,000
% income > $100,000

12
21
63

16
23
59

7
16
73

% fee only
% fee based
% commission based

29
43
14

23
52
17

39
28
8

gender
% married (or ever married)
% children in household
% with CFP
% with CFA

Table 14. Years Worked in the Profession by Gender.
Years Worked in as
Advisor in Profession

# Women

% Women

# Men

% Men

<1

1

1.3%

2

1.6%

1 to 3

8

10.5%

18

14.9%

4 to 6

11

14.5%

22

18.2%

7 to 9

23

30.3%

26

21.5%

10-14

10

13.2%

14

11.6%

>15

23

30.3%

39

32.3%

Total

76

121

The average age of financial advisers is about 55, and approximately one-fifth of advisers
are 65 or older (Chandler, 2019). Our sample is bit younger, with a median age of about 50 years
old and only 3% older than 65 years old (see Figure 15).
The compensation structures exhibited variation based on gender. Males appear to
participate in the more traditional modes of compensation (fee based, and commission based)
while females in this sample were more likely to be fee only planners or had another form of
compensation (Figure 16). I acknowledge that this pattern could be due to the high percentage of
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CFPs among the females and other survey factors. How compensation type may be associated
with SDT and outcome will be the subject of a subsequent research paper.

Figure 15. Age Distribution by Gender.

Figure 16. Compensation Type by Gender.
The distribution of education by gender portrays a sample of fairly well-educated
financial planners compared to what we may have expected (Figure 17). Women tended to have
the higher level of education, with the exception of two males that had obtained JD degrees. The
data also depicts how rare it might be to find a practicing wealth manager that had obtained a
PhD.
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Figure 17. Education Distribution by Gender.
The sample compared to the industry is slightly more female, a bit younger, and more
highly educated than would have been expected if we had obtained a pure random sample of the
population.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS

Overview of Results
This chapter begins by providing a brief overview of the univariate findings. I proceed to
detail the findings for reliability and validity of the construct and report the statistics for the
major variables and the results associated with the bivariate analysis of all the major constructs.
In addition to ascertaining the correlations between the inputs and outputs I examine the simplex
structure for the autonomous motivation continuum. Following this analysis, I focus on the
measurement model CFA and the SEM models for determining, in particular, the best fit for the
original conceptual model. I also conduct mediation analyses to determine the possible mediating
effect of autonomous motivation on supervisor autonomy support with respect to turnover
intention. In order to answer the final research question regarding the role of gender, two sets of
regression models are developed for two outcome variables, turnover intention and affective
commitment. The section concludes with a summary of our hypothesis results.
Descriptive Statistics
The means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values, skewness, and kurtosis
values for all the psychological measures and original motivational constructs are given in
Tables 15 and 16. Mean levels for perceived competence (3.95) on a five-point scale were
highest among the three needs, though not significantly so. Each of the needs had skewness and
kurtosis levels in the acceptable range.
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Table 15. Summary Statistics – Psychological Needs Constructs.
Psychological Needs (n=197)
Autonomy

Relatedness

Competency

Mean

3.708

3.846

3.945

Std. Deviation

0.757

0.806

0.688

Skewness

-0.389

-0.226

-0.232

Kurtosis

-0.535

-0.975

-0.673

Minimum

1.800

2.000

2.000

Maximum

5.000

5.000

5.000

For the original five factor motivation spectrum the mean levels were highest for
identified regulation (5.58) and certainly lowest for amotivation (2.25) on a seven-point scale. In
general, the mean factor scores for the more autonomous regulators were higher than for the
controlled regulators. The distribution statistics were in the acceptable range; however,
amotivation was leaning toward being positively skewed with fewer respondents being
amotivated in their attitudes as compared to those that were not.
Table 16. Summary Statistics – Motivation Spectrum Constructs.
Motivation Spectrum (n=197)

Mean

Intrinsic
Regulation

Identified
Regulation

Introjected
Regulation

Extrinsic
Regulation

Amotivation

5.269

5.576

4.652

4.005

2.252
1.467

Std. Deviation

1.119

0.884

1.015

1.154

Skewness

-0.635

-0.263

-0.037

-0.165

0.884

Kurtosis

0.369

-0.774

-0.261

-0.008

-0.571

Minimum

1.670

3.500

2.000

1.000

1.000

Maximum

7.000

7.000

7.000

7.000

6.330

At the item level, among the more extrinsic motivators, financial reward, and supervisor
respect rank the highest in terms of what employees seek. At the more extreme end of extrinsic
motivators, punishment avoidance of criticism ranked highest. The construct supervisor
autonomy support had similar descriptive summary statistics as the psychological needs, with
perhaps just a bit more variability. Distribution statistics are well within the acceptable range
(Table 17).
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Table 17. Summary Statistics – Supervisor Autonomy Support.
(n=197)
Autonomy Support
3.736
0.907
-0.399
-0.317
1.000
5.000

Mean
Std. Deviation
Skewness
Kurtosis
Minimum
Maximum

Table 18 provides the summary descriptive statistics for the work outcome variables,
work satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover intention. Center, shape, and spread were
similar for work satisfaction and affective commitment. The mean construct value for turnover
intention was much lower (2.21) than for the other outcome variables.
Table 18. Summary Statistics – Outcome Constructs.
Satisfaction with
Work

Affective
Commitment

Turnover Intention

Mean

3.675

3.567

2.212

Std. Deviation

0.712

0.790

1.093

Skewness

-0.200

0.042

0.345

Kurtosis

-0.279

-0.608

-1.197

Minimum

1.400

1.500

1.000

Maximum

5.000

5.000

4.600

Construct Validation
It is necessary to determine the internal consistency for each of the subscales utilized. In
this study, we present the Cronbach’s alpha for each of the retained factors. Table 19 details the
results for the Basic Psychologic Need Satisfactions. The Cronbach’s alpha scores all ranged
from .61 to .84 and meet the cutoff of .6 suggested by Bagozzi et al. (1991). The competence
subscale did not quite reach a more common .7 threshold (Nunnally, 1978) and the averages
articulated by Peterson, (1994), although the greatest lower bound figure approached it at .68.
For the constructs that formed the eventual motivation continuum, Cronbach’s alpha
ranged from .75 to .83; all well above the cutoff reliability line of Bagozzi and above the .7
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threshold (See Table 20). Autonomous motivation, which is a combination of identified
regulation and intrinsic regulation, had one item dropped. This new six item scale had an alpha
of .78. As mentioned in the methods section, we retained the newly found factors extrinsic
regulation reward and extrinsic regulation punishment. The Cronbach’s internal consistency for
these items were adequate at .76 and .75 respectively. The autonomy support mix of four items
achieved a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 (Table 21).
Table 19. Psychological Need Satisfaction Reliability.
Items

Cronbach’s α

Autonomy

5

.75

Competence

4

.61

Relatedness

5

.84

Factor

Table 20. Motivation Constructs Reliability.
Items

Cronbach’s α

Amotivation

3

.83

Extrinsic Regulation (Reward)

4

.76

Extrinsic Regulation (Punishment)

3

.75

Identified Regulation

3

.78

Intrinsic Regulation

3

.80

Autonomous Motivation

6

.78

Factor

Table 21. Supervisor Autonomy Support Reliability.
Factor
Supervisor Autonomy Support

Items

Cronbach’s α

4

.87

The outcome variables satisfaction with work, affective commitment, and turnover
intention all performed adequately with respect to Cronbach’s alpha and ranged from .71 to .91.
As with the other constructs, the reliabilities were all above the cutoff point (see Table 22).
Table 22. Outcome Constructs Reliability
Items

Cronbach’s α

Satisfaction with Work

5

.77

Affective Commitment

4

.71

Turnover Intention

5

.91

Factor
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In addition to checking for the internal consistency of the subscales, it is necessary to
assure construct validation. For the first set of variables (psychological needs), the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (χ2= 1298; df = 91; p < 0.001). From this, one can deduce that the
relationships are strong. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling adequacy measures the
proportion of variance in the items that could be caused by underlying factors. The KaiserMeyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .88 overall, above the acceptable level
of .70 and in the meritorious level for factorability (Kaiser, 1974; Dziuban, 1974). EFA was
conducted on each subscale. Each factor contained at least three items (per latent construct). All
items had loadings higher than .30 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) with the exception of one item in
identified regulation (IR52) which was subsequently removed from further analyses. EFA
loadings on the psychological needs are provided Appendix A, Tables A1 – A3. For autonomy,
the construct structure was good. The reversed scored AU14 item had the lowest loading score.
Relatedness appears to be a solid construct as all items loaded strongly.
The next variables to be assessed for validity were the motivation types. When
considering all of the original variables from intrinsic regulation to amotivation, the Bartlett’s
test of sphericity was significant (χ2= 1876; df = 190; p < 0.001). I can deduce that the
relationships are strong. The KMO measure was .83 overall, again in the meritorious level. When
assessing the same statistics for the retained motivational items we found similar results (χ2=
1552; df = 136; p < 0.001. and KMO = .83).
Intrinsic regulation or motivation items all loaded on one factor with high loading values
(Appendix A, Table A4); however, the items associated with identified regulation broke into two
factors due to IR52 weakly loading on to a second factor. “Maintaining a lifestyle” appears to be
viewed as an outside reward among this sampling frame. I, therefore, kept three items in this
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construct and removed IR52 as it did not meet the inclusion criteria. The one factor structure for
identified regulation was confirmed in CFA (Appendix A, Table A5). As discussed in the
methods section, the introjected and extrinsic regulation subscale items loaded on multiple
factors. Based on those structures, item analysis and subsequent testing of the constructs via CFA
supported a two-factor structure of extrinsic reward and extrinsic punishment to fit this sample’s
data best. This provides us with a slightly different motivational factor structure on the extrinsic
side than the extant literature suggests (although there have been a good number of studies that
speak to extrinsic rewards as a separate construct, as mentioned in the methods section). This
result led me to amend the hypotheses formulation. The EFA results for each of the new
constructs is provided in Table 23. Tables A6 and A7 in Appendix A provide the added
communality for these structures. Using CFA, the reward-punishment structure was confirmed
(see Table 23) and I therefore, conducted the remaining analyses on the retained factor
structures. In the course of that analysis, it was also determined that item INR48 was redundant
with INR36 and therefore was removed. The CFA fit indices for the correlated two-factor model
of the reward-punishment structure of extrinsic motivation are as follows: 2 (19) = 44.80, p <
0.01, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.08 [0.05, 0.11], SRMR = 0.06. While the chi-square
value is significant, and you typically want it to be non-significant in CFA or SEM analysis, it is
not atypical for the value to be significant with the sample size and number of degrees of
freedom in this study. All of the other fit indices are well within the range of the two-factor
structure and it is a good fit for the collected data. Of note, reward was positively correlated with
punishment in this model (r = 0.49; p < 0.01). The model plot and parameter estimates for the
extrinsic motivators are provided in Figure 18. The CFA parameter estimates and detail for the
two extrinsic motivators is given in Table 24. The CFA loadings for each item is provided in
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Tables 26 and 27. The remaining CFA detail with parameter estimates for each construct is
provided in Appendix A, Tables A12 – A21. The structure for the subscale amotivation was
satisfactory as it is. Details are provided in Appendix A, Tables A8 and A17.
Table 23. Reward/Punishment Structure – EFA Results. *
Item
ER34
ER39
INR40
ER44
ER47
INR36
ER43
ER51

Reward (Factor Loading)
0.55
0.70
0.59
0.70
0.63

Punishment (Factor Loading)

0.46
0.78
0.81

*EFA Results using Principal Axis Factoring and Direct Oblimin Rotation.

ER36

ER51

Figure 18. CFA/SEM Analysis – Extrinsic Motivation. *
* Rwr = Reward. Pns = Punishment
As was the case with the reliability analysis for supervisor autonomy support, the EFA work
produced good results. The Bartlett’s test was highly significant and the KMO statistic was .74
which is above the .70 threshold for acceptability. Each item loaded well upon the one factor. All
items were retained for modeling. Details are provided in Appendix A, Table A9.
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Each of the outcome subscales, satisfaction with work, affective commitment, and
turnover intention produced satisfactory EFA loadings. No changes to the subscales were made.
For these outcome subscales the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant. The KMO Measure
of Sampling Adequacy were .75, .79, and .85 respectively, and all adequate or better for
factorization. The loadings and communalities are given in Table 25.
Table 24. CFA Factor Loadings – Extrinsic Reward & Punishment. *
Factor
Reward

Punishment

Indicator
ER34
ER39
INR40
ER44
ER47
INR36
ER43
ER51

Symbol
λ11
λ12
λ13
λ14
λ15
λ21
λ22
λ23

Estimate
0.702
1.198
0.703
1.199
1.158
0.915
1.374
1.550

Std. Error
0.126
0.107
0.113
0.106
0.123
0.137
0.136
0.134

z-value
5.589
11.215
6.206
11.353
9.373
6.697
10.120
11.597

p
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
0.456
0.948
0.421
0.989
1.408
0.761
0.481
0.925
0.463
0.992
1.406
0.769
0.916
1.400
0.658
0.647
1.182
0.498
1.108
1.640
0.741
1.288
1.811
0.851

*Standardized Estimates
Table 25. Outcome Constructs EFA.
Factor
1. Satisfaction with Work
WS19. In general, the type of work I do corresponds closely to what I want in life
WS20: The conditions under which I do my work are excellent
WS21: I am satisfied with the type of work I do
WS22:Until now, I have obtained the important things I wanted to get from my work
WS23: If I could change anything at work I would change almost nothing
2. Affective Commitment
AC15: I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization
AC16: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own
AC17: I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization
AC18: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me
3.Turnover Intention
TI28: I will probably look for a new job next year
TI29: I will likely actively look for a new job within the next three years
T30: I often think about quitting my present job
TI31: I may quit my job within the next 12 months
T32: I do not see many prospects for the future in this organization

1

h2

.55
.69
.80
.69
.52

.31
.48
.64
.48
.27

.77
.57
.57
.58
1
.79
.84
.88
.87
.72

.6
.32
.32
.33
h2
.63
.7
.77
.75
.52

Table 26. Conﬁrmatory Factor Loadings for Input Measurement Items. *
Autonomy
AU1: I feel like I can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my job gets done
AU6: I am free to express my ideas and opinions on the job
AU10:My feelings are taken into consideration
AU12: I feel like I can pretty much be myself at work
AU14: When I am at work I do what I am told

0.66
0.76
0.59
0.79
0.32

Competence
CO3: I do not feel very competent when I am at work
CO4: People at work tell me I am good at what I do

0.55
0.45
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Table 26 (Continued)
Autonomy
CO8: I have been able to learn interesting new skills on my job
CO9: Most days I feel a sense of accomplishment from working

0.68
0.42

Relatedness
RE2: I really like the people I work with
RE5: I get along with people at work
RE7: I consider the people I work with to be my friends
RE11: People at work care about me
RE:13 People at work are pretty friendly towards me

0.78
0.77
0.59
0.59
0.85

Intrinsic Regulation
IM37: Because the work I do is interesting
IM41: Because I have fun doing my job
IM50: Because what I do in my work is exciting

0.65
0.79
0.82

Identified Regulation
IR33: Because I personally consider important to put efforts in this job
IR38: Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me
IR46: Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values
IR52: Because this is the type of work I do to maintain a certain lifestyle

0.61
0.75
0.87
0.07

Extrinsic Regulation – Reward
ER34: Because others will reward me financially, only if I put enough effort in my job
ER39: To get others’ approval (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients…)
INR40: Because I have to prove to myself that I can
ER44: Because others will respect me more (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family…)
INR45: Because it makes me feel proud of myself
ER47: Because others offer me greater job security if I put enough effort in my job

0.46
0.73
0.51
0.78
0.34
0.63

Extrinsic /Regulation – Punishment
INR36: Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself
ER43: Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort into it
INR48: Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself
ER51: To avoid being criticized by others

0.54
0.75
0.40
0.82

Amotivation
AM35: I don’t put effort because I really feel that I’m wasting my time at work
AM42: I do little because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts into
AM49: I don’t know why I’m doing this job, it’s pointless work

0.59
0.87
0.91

Supervisor Autonomy Support
AS24: My work supervisor really cares about me
AS25: My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values
AS26: My supervisor cares about my opinion
AS27: My supervisor shows very little concern for me

0.84
0.96
0.77
0.61

* Items in Bold deleted based on EFA and CFA.
Table 27. Conﬁrmatory Factor Loadings for Output Measurement Items.
Scale/Items
Satisfaction with Work
WS19: In general, the work I do corresponds closely to what I want in life
WS20: The conditions under which I do my work are excellent
WS21: I am satisfied with the type of work I do
WS22: Until now, I have obtained the important things I wanted to get from my work
WS23: If I could change anything at work I would change almost nothing
Affective Commitment
AC15: I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization
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Standardized Loading
0.54
0.68
0.80
0.67
0.51

0.79

Table 27 (Continued)
Scale/Items
AC16: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own
AC17: I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization
AC18: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me

Standardized Loading
0.54
0.60
0.56

Turnover Intention
TI28: I will probably look for a new job next year
TI29: I will likely actively look for a new job within the next three years
TI30: I often think about quitting my present job
TI31: I may quit my job within the next 12 months
TI32: I do not see may prospects for the future in this organization

0.79
0.83
0.88
0.86
0.73

Empirical Model: Identifying Motivational Determinants
Bivariate Associations
The bivariate associations between each of the major retained constructs were derived
and I examined them for relevancy to the present research questions. I first examined the
interrelationships among the basic psychological needs and the weighted aggregate autonomous
motivation construct. An examination of both the size and direction of these constructs shows
positive, significant, yet not redundant relationships (See Table 28). Autonomous motivation was
related to the perceived satisfaction of the needs for autonomy, relatedness and competence all
with r > .45 and p < .001.
Table 28. Correlations of Basic Psychological Needs and Autonomous Motivation. *
N=197
Variable

Autonomy Relatedness Competency

1. Autonomy

.75

2. Relatedness

.71***

.84

3. Competency

.63***

.65***

.61

4. Autonomous
Motivation

.60***

.46***

.56***

Autonomous
Motivation

.78

* All Correlations: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 Cronbach’s alpha on the diagonal.
Importantly for gender related modeling purposes, we investigated the relationships
between the psychological needs with our outcome variables affective commitment and turnover
intention. The correlations are shown in Table 29. Each of the three psychological needs are
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fairly strongly positively associated with affective work commitment (p < .001) while also being
negatively correlated to turnover intention (p < .001). I also find support here for hypotheses H4
and H5 regarding the associations between affective commitment and work satisfaction (fairly
strong positive association) and affective commitment and turnover intention (fairly strong
negative association).
Table 29. Correlations of Basic Psychological Needs with Outcome Variables. *
N=197
Variable

1

2

3

4

.65***
.58***

.61
.56***

.77

.61***

.67***

.58*** .63***

-.64***

-.63*** -.62*** -.68*** -.73*** .91

1. Autonomy

.75

2. Relatedness

.71***

.84

3. Competency
4. Work Satisfaction

.63***
.65***

5. Affective Commitment
6. Turnover Intention

5

6

.71

* All correlations: *** p < .001. Cronbach’s alpha on diagonal
I next investigate the relationships among the retained factors that would comprise the
self-determination continuum (see Ryan & Connell, 1989). The correlation table is presented in
Table 30. When I first examined the scales before the factorization process, we did nearly
acquire a quasi-simplex pattern in the present sample. Examining the structure with the new two
factor structure for extrinsic regulation and keeping the distinction between intrinsic regulation
and identified regulation I find a similar quasi simplex structure, with the exception to an exact
simplex structure being the larger negative correlation between identified regulation and
amotivation compared to the intrinsic and amotivation correlation.
An assessment of the associations among the retained extrinsic constructs (again along
with weighted autonomous motivation) against the outcome constructs and the antecedent
autonomy support reveals that the two types of extrinsic regulation have different relationships
(Table 31). The extrinsic reward construct correlates positively and significantly with each of
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three of the four constructs compared, while negatively with turnover intention. Conversely, the
extrinsic punishment construct is significantly negatively associated with the constructs
supervisor autonomy support, work satisfaction and affective commitment and positively
associated with turnover intention. Here the rewards construct behaves akin to the autonomous
motivation variable, although not nearly as strongly. I also find a strong positive correlation
between supervisor autonomy support and autonomous motivation, thereby lending support for
H3.
Table 30. Correlations of Motivational Types. *
N=197
Variable
1. Intrinsic Regulation

1
.80

2. Identified Regulation

.55***

.78

.18*

.32***

.76

-.32***
-.33***

-.27***
-.58***

.32***
-.02

3. Extrinsic Reward
4. Extrinsic Punishment
5. Amotivation

2

3

4

5

.75
.52***

.83

*All correlations: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 Cronbach’s alpha on diagonal.
Table 31. Correlations of Motivational Types, Autonomy Support and Outcomes. *

Variable
Mean
SD
Subscales
AUM
ERR
ERP
AMO

Antecedent
Autonomy
Support
3.74

Work
Satisfaction
3.68

Consequences
Affective
Commitment
3.57

Turnover
Intention
2.2

0.91

0.71

0.79

1.10

.38***
.20**
-.31***
-.46***

.68***
.23**
-.37***
-.42***

.60***
.19**
-.34***
-52***

-.57***
-.19**
.42***
.60***

* N=197. AUM = Weighted Autonomous Motivation, ERR = Extrinsic Regulation Reward, ERP
= Extrinsic Regulation Punishment, AMO = Amotivation. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Table 32 provides the correlational structure for all of the retained constructs that we
utilize in the SEM or mediation analyses. All constructs are correlated significantly with each
other and in the manners hypothesized.
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Table 32. Correlations Structure for All Constructs Utilized in SEM/Mediation. *
N=197
Variable
1. AUM
2. ERR

1
.78
.19**

2

3

4

5

6

.76

3. ERP

-,40***

.32***

.75

4. AS

.40***

.20**

-.31***

.87

5. WS

.67***

.23**

-.37***

.51***

.71

6. AC

.61***

.19**

-.34***

.61***

.63***

.77

7. TI

-.59***

-.19**

. 42***

-.54***

-.68***

-.73***

7

.91

* N=197. AUM = Weighted Autonomous Motivation, ERR = Extrinsic Regulation Reward, ERP
= Extrinsic Regulation Punishment, AS= Supervisor Autonomy Support, WS = Work
Satisfaction, AC = Affective Work Commitment, TI = Turnover Intention * p < .05, ** p < .01,
*** p < .001. Cronbach’s alpha is on the diagonal.
Regression Models
The SEM analyses that follows provides relationships between autonomous motivation
and the extrinsic reward and extrinsic punishment constructs with the outcome variables. These
analyses look at the web of relationships together and also with consideration given to the
measurement model. Before conducting the SEM and mediation analyses, I first examine the
more straightforward relationships for what will become the exogenous variables with the
endogenous variables via multiple linear regression.
In order to test the amended hypotheses on autonomous motivation and the retained
extrinsic factors, three linear regression models were created. The models contain all three
constructs against each of the three outcome variables. Tables 33-35 below provide the
regression results.
Autonomous motivation is positively significant with respect to work satisfaction and
affective commitment and negatively significant with respect to turnover intention controlling
for the extrinsic factors (all p < .001). Therefore, Hypotheses H1A, H1B and H1C are all
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confirmed. These results were also obtained when controlling for age, tenure, education,
presence of children, and gender.
Both extrinsic factors were significantly associated with work satisfaction with the
association being positive for reward and negative for punishment (p < .001). However, I find, as
an aside, that the significance of punishment is removed when controlling for the needs for either
relatedness or autonomy. The associations of the extrinsic reward and extrinsic punishment with
respect to affective commitment were also significant (p < .01) in the same direction as work
satisfaction. Both factors are also significant with respect to turnover intention; however, the
directions are reversed. Here, reward is negatively associated with turnover intention (p < .001)
and punishment is positively associated with turnover intention (p < .001). The relationships hold
controlling for age, tenure, education. presence of children, and gender. The p values very nearly
maintain as well. Therefore, Hypotheses H2A, H2B, H2C, H2D, H2E and H2F are all confirmed.
The work satisfaction model attained an adjusted R² of .495 while the affective
commitment model achieved an adjusted R² of .382 and the turnover intention model achieved
an adjusted R² of .403. The diagnostics for all three models were appropriate.
Table 33. Regression of Autonomous and Extrinsic Motivation on Work Satisfaction. *
ANOVA n=197
Model
Sum of Squares
H₁
Regression
1250.176
Residual
1236.027
Total
2486.203
Dependent Variable – Work Satisfaction
Model
H₀
(Intercept)
H₁
(Intercept)
Autonomous
Motivation
Punishment
Reward

df
3
193
196

Mean Square
416.725
6.404

F
65.070

Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized
t
p
18.376
0.254
72.416 < .001
6.988
1.339
5.217 < .001

p
< .001

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance
VIF

0.220

0.023

0.555

9.432

< .001

0.744

1.344

-0.179
0.119

0.049
0.035

-0.224
0.193

-3.670
3.351

< .001
< .001

0.691
0.780

1.447
1.282

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
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Table 34. Regression of Autonomous & Extrinsic Motivation on Affective Commitment. *
ANOVA
Model
Sum of Squares
df
H₁
Regression
765.785
3
Residual
1190.956
193
Total
1956.741
196
Dependent Variable – Affective Commitment
Model
H₀
(Intercept)
H₁
(Intercept)
Autonomous
Motivation
Punishment
Reward

Mean Square
255.262
6.171

F
41.366

Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized
t
p
14.269
0.225
63.385 < .001
5.604
1.315
4.262 < .001

p
< .001

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance
VIF

0.169

0.023

0.481

7.395

< .001

0.744

1.344

-0.150
0.093

0.048
0.035

-0.212
0.170

-3.138
2.676

0.002
0 .008

0.691
0.780

1.447
1.282

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
Table 35. Regression of Autonomous & Extrinsic Motivation on Turnover Intention. *
ANOVA
Model
H₁
Regression
Residual
Total

Model
H₀
(Intercept)
H₁
(Intercept)
Autonomous
Motivation
Punishment
Reward

Sum of Squares
2414.189
3437.080
5851.269

df
3
193
196

Mean Square
804.730
17.809

F
45.187

Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized
t
p
11.061
0.389
28.414 < .001
22.870
2.234
10.239 < .001

p
< .001

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance
VIF

-0.238

0.039

-0.392

-6.127

< .001

0.744

1.344

0.424
-0.219

0.081
0.059

0.346
-0.231

5.208
-3.701

<.001
<.001

0.691
0.780

1.447
1.282

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
One additional regression model was run in order to test H3. Supervisor autonomy
support is regressed on weighted autonomous motivation. The simple linear regression model
reveals that there is a significant positive relationship between the two constructs (Table 36).
therefore, confirm hypothesis H3: Autonomy supervisor support is positively associated with
autonomous support among wealth advisors.
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Table 36. Regression of Autonomy Support on Autonomous Motivation. *
ANOVA
Model
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
H₁
Regression
2271.429
1
2271.429
32.676
Residual
13555.352
195
693515
Total
15826.782
196
Dependent Variable – Autonomous Motivation
Model
Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized
t
H₀
(Intercept)
48.822
0.640
76.258
H₁
(Intercept)
34.796
2.525
13.782
Autonomous
0.939
0.164
0.379
5.716
Support

p
< .001

p
< .001
< .001
< .001

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
Structural Equation Models
Having examined the factorial structure of all our latent measures through EFA and CFA,
I then began the investigation of the relationships among all the relevant model variables via the
SEM process. I had hypothesized (H6) that the paths which were informed by prior research
would offer a solid roadmap for the interactions among our constructs (Figure 19). Robust error
estimation was utilized and I correlated the exogenous latent variables. In the first SEM model
(original conceptual model), unweighted autonomous motivation, extrinsic reward, and extrinsic
punishment are exogenous variables. The endogenous variables are satisfaction with work,
affective work commitment, and turnover intention. I investigate the role of autonomy support
on autonomous motivation and turnover intention in a mediation analysis separately to follow.
The path coefficients and their significance for the sample of 197 respondents are shown in SEM
Model 1 Figure 18. The fit statistics, χ2= 653.2, d.f. = 333, GFI = .81 FI = .88 SRMR = .07
RMSEA = .07 TLI = .87 and are fairly reasonable given the sample size that we had to work
with (see Table 37).
Autonomous motivation and extrinsic reward both have positive impacts on work
satisfaction (p < .001 and p < .05), while extrinsic punishment has a negative impact on work
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satisfaction (p < .05). None of the three exogenous constructs were related significantly to
affective commitment in this SEM model, with only extrinsic punishment having a small
significant impact on turnover intention. Fit indices are provided in Table 37 for Model 1. These
results add support to the confirmation of hypotheses H1A, H2D and H2F. Autonomous
motivation is positively associated with work satisfaction, extrinsic punishment is negatively
associated with work satisfaction, and extrinsic punishment is positively related to turnover
intention. Work satisfaction was strongly positively related to affective commitment (p < .001)
and affective commitment was strongly negatively related to turnover intention (p < .001).
Hypotheses H4 and H5 are confirmed:
H4: Work satisfaction will be positively associated with affective commitment among wealth
advisors.
H5: Affective work commitment will be negatively associated with turnover intention among
wealth advisors. The model also provides support for hypothesis H6.

Figure 19. SEM Conceptual Model 1 Results. *
* AtM = Autonomous Motivation, REW = Extrinsic Reward, PNS = Extrinsic Punishment, WrS
= Work Satisfaction AfC = Affective Commitment Tm = Turnover Intention.
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Table 37. Fit Indices & Coefficients for SEM– Original Full Model. *
Model 1: GFI = .81
CFI = .88
SRMR = .07
RMSEA = .07 [0.06, 0.08] TLI = .87
Chi-Square = 653.2 = d.f. = 333 AIC = 16346.
Autonomous Motivation

Job Satisfaction

Autonomous Motivation

Affective Commitment

Autonomous Motivation

Turnover Intention

Reward

Job Satisfaction

B
0.64***
0.12
0.11
0.24**

Reward

Affective Commitment

0.12

Reward

Turnover Intention

-0.13

Punishment

Job Satisfaction

-0.30**

Punishment

Affective Commitment

-0.11

Punishment

Turnover Intention

0.21*

Job Satisfaction
Affective Commitment

Affective Commitment
Turnover Intention

0.69***
-0.88***

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Seeking a more parsimonious fit, in a second SEM analysis I limit the paths from the
exogenous variables to those directed at work satisfaction only. As referenced earlier, past
research has indicated a large effect that job satisfaction has on affective commitment and a large
effect that affective commitment has on turnover intention. In our SEM Model 1 a similar result
is found and now tested to find if the exogenous variables paths are limited to work satisfaction.
In SEM Model 2 autonomous motivation, extrinsic reward, and extrinsic punishment again serve
as exogenous variables. I maintain the paths between work satisfaction, affective commitment,
and turnover intention as before. The model structure and coefficient are provided in Figure 20,
while the fit statistics are summarized in Table 38. The fit statistics, χ2= 659.7, d.f. = 339, GFI =
.81 FI = .88 SRMR = .07 RMSEA = .07 TLI = .87 are also fairly reasonable given the sample
size that we had to work with. As in Model 1, autonomous motivation and extrinsic reward both
have highly significant positive impacts on work satisfaction (p < .001 and p < .01), while
extrinsic punishment has a highly significant negative impact on work satisfaction (p < .01). The
fit statistics are quite similar to Model 1 with not much to choose between them except for
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parsimony, which favors Model 2 (Tables 38 and 39). Therefore, while Model 1 was an adequate
fit, a slightly better model via Model 2 is found. I confirm Hypothesis H6: The conceptual model
we posited will be consistent with the data.

Figure 20. SEM Conceptual Model 2 Results. *
* AtM = Autonomous Motivation, REW = Extrinsic Reward, PNS = Extrinsic Punishment, WrS
= Work Satisfaction AfC = Affective Commitment Tm = Turnover Intention.
Table 38. Fit Indices and Coefficients for SEM – Model 2. *
Model 2: GFI =.81 CFI = .88
SRMR = .07 RMSEA = .07 [0.06, 0.08] TLI = .87
Chi-Square = 659.7 d.f. = 339, AIC - 16101.
Autonomous Motivation
Job Satisfaction
Reward
Job Satisfaction

0.61***
0.29**

Punishment

-0.36**

B

Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction

Affective Commitment

Affective Commitment

0.89***

Turnover Intention

-.92***

** p < .01, *** p < .001
Table 39. SEM Fit Indices Comparison.
Hypothesized Model
Model 1
Model 2

χ2
653.2
659.7

d.f.
333
339

AIC
16346
16101
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SRMR
.072
.073

RMSEA
.07
.069

GFI
.81
.81

CFI
.883
.883

TLI
.87
.87

Recall that from the overall SEM Model 1 the path from autonomous motivation to
affective commitment was not significant. In order to look more closely at the isolated
relationship between autonomous motivation and affective commitment, a SEM analysis with
and without work satisfaction in the path models was conducted. I also executed a SEM analysis
of the relationship between autonomous motivation and turnover intention with and without
affective commitment in the path. In the first model that was tested (no work satisfaction), I find
the hypothesized model exhibited a good fit to the data with CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA =
.074, SRMR = .053, GIF=.89. The coefficients indicate that the path between autonomous
motivation to affective commitment is highly significant with a standardized coefficient of .75
and p < .001. This would lend further support for Hypothesis H1B (see Figure 21).
Figure 22 provides the path model including work satisfaction. We find this model to
have CFI = .90, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .083, SRMR = .0653, and GIF=.833, which is just slightly
less of fit than the previous one. The standardized coefficient shows that the path from
autonomous motivation to affective commitment is no longer significant with a standardized
coefficient of .118. The coefficient from autonomous motivation to work satisfaction (.82) is
highly significant (p < .001) as is the standardized coefficient from work satisfaction to affective
commitment (.77, p < .001). This result would suggest that while autonomous motivation does
have a positive influence on affective commitment (based on our previous bivariate, regression,
and SEM work), this effect becomes absorbed by its relation to work satisfaction and the
subsequent strong relation between work satisfaction and affective commitment.
The results for a second set of SEM analyses (autonomous motivation path to turnover
without and with an affective commitment path) revealed that the standardized coefficient from
(-.811) was significant (p < .001) when there was only the direct path from autonomous
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motivation to turnover intention. The fit statistics were generally good with CFI = .91, TLI = .89,
RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .069, GIF=.86. The model with a path from autonomous motivation to
affective commitment was already detailed in Figure 19. The result indicates that autonomous
motivation is negatively associated with turnover intention and adds further weight to our
confirmation of Hypothesis H1C. The results are interpreted in this manner since it appears that
the effect of affective commitment on turnover intention dominates the individual effect that
autonomous motivation alone has on turnover intention.

Figure 21. SEM Model of Autonomous Motivation on Affective Commitment. *
* AtM = Autonomous Motivation, AfC = Affective Commitment Tm = Turnover Intention.

Figure 22. SEM Model – Affective Commitment with Work Satisfaction. *
* AtM = Autonomous Motivation, WrS = Work Satisfaction AfC = Affective Commitment Tm =
Turnover Intention.
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Satisfaction
To summarize, the conceptual model is consistent with our data. The original model is
improved upon through a more parsimonious structure. I also find that the effect of work
satisfaction tends to dominate the possible effects that the exogenous variables can have on
affective commitment and turnover intention. Support for H1B and H1C is found through the
usage of a SEM model without the direct path to work satisfaction.
Mediation Models
In Hypothesis 7 (H7) it was posited that autonomous motivation would mediate the
effects of perceptions of supervisor autonomy support on turnover intention. Using maximum
likelihood estimation, I tested the significance of the mediating effect of autonomous motivation
(weighted) on supervisor autonomy support with respect to turnover intention. A bootstrap
method (1000 samples) to determine the confidence intervals associated with the mediation
effects. Results show that autonomous motivation partially mediates the relationship of
autonomy support to turnover intention. Figure 23 depicts the path model and the direct effect
coefficient of autonomy support on turnover intention. Table 40 provides the summary statistics
for the direct, indirect, and total effects for the path model. The coefficients from both autonomy
support and autonomous motivation to turnover intention are strongly negative. Both the direct
and indirect effects of autonomy support on turnover intention are significant. It is shown see
that the 95% confidence interval bootstrap estimates for the indirect effect of these variables does
not include zero as does the direct effect. This result implies a significant partial mediation
effect. Based on these results, I confirm Hypothesis H7 and demonstrate that autonomous
motivation does act as a mediator between autonomy support and turnover intention among
wealth advisors.
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Figure 23. Mediation of Autonomy Support by Autonomous Motivation – Results. *
* ASM = Autonomy Support, AAM = Autonomous Motivation, TIM= Turnover Intention.
Table 40. Mediation of Autonomy Support by Autonomous Motivation. *
Direct effects

Autonomy
Support
Indirect effects

Autonomy
→
Support
Total effects

Autonomy
Support

→

Autonomous
Motivation

→

Turnover
Intention

→

Turnover
Intention

Turnover
Intention

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.407

0.063

-6.511

< .001

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.183

0.040

-4.584

< .001

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.590

0.666

-8.890

< .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-0.538

-0.264

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-0.290

-0.110

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-0.716

-0.461

* Delta method standard errors, bias-corrected percentile bootstrap confidence intervals, ML
estimator.
As a value-added analysis, using maximum likelihood estimation, I tested the
significance of the mediating effect of affective commitment on work satisfaction with respect to
turnover intention. Again, a bootstrap analysis (1000 samples) was conducted to determine the
confidence intervals associated with the mediation effects. Results reveal that affective
commitment partially mediates the relationship of work satisfaction to turnover intention. Figure
24 depicts the path model and the direct effect coefficient of work satisfaction on turnover
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intention. Table 41 provides the summary statistics for the direct, indirect, and total effects for
the model. The coefficients from affective commitment and work satisfaction to turnover
intention are strongly negative. Both the direct and indirect effects of work satisfaction to
turnover intention are significant at the .001 level. We also see that the 95% confidence interval
bootstrap estimate for the indirect effect of these variables does include zero, as does the direct
effect. This result implies a significant partial mediation effect for affective commitment on work
satisfaction with respect to turnover intention.
When an extra SEM analysis was performed which incorporated a direct connection
between work satisfaction and turnover intention I found non-significance, whereas the direct
connections between work satisfaction and affective commitment and affective commitment and
turnover intention were strongly significant. This would suggest that affective commitment is a
stronger predictor of turnover intention than work satisfaction.

Figure 24. The Mediation of Work Satisfaction by Affective Commitment. *
* WSM = Work Satisfaction, ACM = Affective Commitment, TIM= Turnover Intention
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Table 41. Mediation of Job Satisfaction by Affective Commitment. *
Direct effects

Work Satisfaction

→

Turnover
Intention

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.509

0.081

-6.286

< .001

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.439

0.064

-6.867

< .001

Estimate

Std. Error

z-value

p

-0.947

0.074

-12.831

< .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-0.663

-0.332

Indirect effects

Work
→
Satisfaction
Total effects

Affective
Commitment

Work Satisfaction

→

→

Turnover
Intention

Turnover
Intention

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-0.593

-0.310

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-1.048

-0.843

* Delta method standard errors, bias-corrected percentile bootstrap confidence intervals, ML
estimator.
Gender and Wealth Managements
Statistical Testing
The means, standard deviations, significance levels, and confidence intervals for each of
the differences attributable to gender for each of the factors and respondent characteristics
utilized in the analyses are provided in Table 42. Of the three Psychological Needs, only
competency revealed a slight significant difference (p < .1), suggesting that females have higher
levels of perceived competency in this study. Among the variables in the motivation continuum,
both autonomous motivation (p < .01) and amotivation (p < .05) were statistically relevant.
Women exhibit higher levels of autonomous motivation and lesser levels of amotivation. While
supervisor autonomy support does not statistically show a gender difference, there was a slight
tendency for females to be operating in more supportive environments. Among the outcome
variables, no differences were evident. Finally, among the respondent characteristics, several
exhibited significant differences. Females had a greater likelihood of having children in the
household (p < .05) and also are inclined to have a higher household income (p < .05). All of
these variables, along with the gender characteristic, are considered for their contributions to
129

turnover intention and affective commitment. I do not consider work satisfaction or affective
commitment as independent variables in the present study.
Table 42. Statistical Tests of Major Factors by Gender. *
95% Confidence Intervals
t

p

Mean
Difference

Autonomy

-1.087

0.278

-0.120

-0.339

0.098

Relatedness

-0.640

0.523

-0.076

-0.308

0.157

Competency

-1.906 0.058*

Lower

Upper

-0.191

-0.388

0.007

Autonomous Motivation -2.755 0.006***

-2.310

-3.964

-0.656

Extrinsic Reward

0.366

0.740

0.284

-1.386

1.954

Extrinsic Punishment

1.311

0.192

0.853

-0.431

2.136

Amotivation

2.578 0.011**

0.546

0.128

0.963

Autonomy Support

-1.631

0.105

-0.216

-0.476

0.045

Work Satisfaction

0.351

0.726

0.037

-0.169

0.243

Affective Commitment

-1.092

0.276

-0.126

-0.354

0.102

Turnover Intention

0.578

0.564

0.093

-0.223

0.409

CFP

1.529

0.128

0.111

-0.032

0.254

CFA

-1.858 0.065*

-0.105

-0.216

0.006

Age

0.055

0.956

0.009

-0.328

0.347

Job Tenure

-0.515

0.607

-0.111

-0.535

0.313

Children in Household

-2.003 0.047**

-0.146

-0.289

-0.002

Married

0.640

0.038

-0.080

0.157

Household Income

-2.371 0.019**

-0.386

-0.707

-0.065

0.260

-0.143

0.663

Total Other Designations 1.273

0.523
0.205

* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 (male-female).
Bivariate Analysis
Consistent with the statistical tests little correlation between the major constructs of
motivation, supervisor autonomy support, and outcomes with gender, with the exception of the
weighted autonomous motivation and amotivation measures (Table 43) was found. The
correlation for autonomous motivation here is statistically significant (p < .01) and suggests that
being a female is more positively correlated with being autonomously motivated. Conversely, the
association between gender and amotivation is significantly negative, suggesting that being male
is more associated with amotivation. I conducted this analysis with three different measures of
correlation and all of the results were consistent. Here only the Pearson correlations are reported.
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Table 43. Gender Correlations. *
Gender Correlations
Variable
Autonomy
Relatedness
Competency
Autonomous Motivation
Extrinsic Reward
Extrinsic Punishment
Amotivation
Autonomy Support
Work Satisfaction
Affective Commitment
Turnover Intention

Gender
0.078
0.046
0.135
0.173*
-0.024
-0.093
-0.182*
0.116
-0.025
0.078
-0.041

* p < .05, 0=Male, 1=Female.
Turnover Intention Model
Ordinary Least Squares multiple regression analyses was conducted for turnover
intention and affective commitment to assess the contribution of a gender variable to
understanding variation. The modelling process utilized backward, forward, stepwise, and
individual entering of variable techniques. The turnover intention model revealed that
autonomous motivation (p < .01) and autonomy support (p < .01) were primary drivers (in the
negative direction) of turnover intention. Other significant variables in the negative direction
included autonomy (p < .05), competence, (p < .1), and the extrinsic reward construct (p < .01).
Contributing positively to turnover intention variation, we find amotivation (p < .05) and several
of the tenure dummy variables. Specifically, two of the tenure variables (4-6 years, p < .05 and
7-9 years, p < .01) were highly significant relative to the highest level of tenure (15+ years).
Those with the least tenure (less than 1 to 3 years) and those approaching those with the most
(10-14 years) were not different in their attitudes toward job turnover versus the most tenured
group. Originally, the extrinsic construct punishment was also positively associated with
turnover intention; however, the significant effect disappeared once we controlled for perceived
competency. The gender variable was not significant.
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Effect sizes were calculated per Selya, (2012), using Cohen’s f squared statistic. Based on
Cohen’s 1988 rules of thumb (Selya, 2012), the effect sizes can be classified as small ≥ .02,
medium ≥ .15, and large ≥ .35. In this research we find the effect sizes for all of the variables
included in the model to be in the small range (.02 to .05) with autonomous motivation having
the largest effect.
Residual analysis confirmed an approximately normal distribution of residuals, while
examination of the fitted residuals yielded a fairly random pattern. The variance inflation factors
were all in the acceptable range; therefore, multicollinearity does not appear to be present to any
large degree. The adjusted R² value for the final model was .58 (Table 44 provides the ANOVA
and regression details). Gender, marital status, presence of children in household, education, and
income characteristics did not enter the model at any significant level. When controlling for
those variables. significance of the reported variables remained similar. Therefore, Hypothesis
(H8) is confirmed. Turnover intention motivation factors do not differ between male and female
wealth advisors.
Table 44. Gender Regression Results – Turnover Intention. *
Model Summary - Turnover Intention
Model
H₀
H₁

R
0.000
0.777

R²
0.000
0.604

Adjusted R²
0.000
0.581

RMSE
5.464
3.539

ANOVA
Model
H₁

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

25.659

< .001

Regression

3534.544

11

321.322

Residual

2316.725

185

12.523

Total

5851.269

196

Unstandardized

Standard
Error

Collinearity Statistics
Model

Standardized

t

p

Tolerance

VIF

H₀

(Intercept)

11.061

0.389

28.414

< .001

H₁

(Intercept)

28.926

2.872

10.070

< .001

Reward

-0.122

0.046

-0.129

-2.653

0.009

0.900

1.111

Autonomy

-0.230

0.109

-0.159

-2.113

0.036

0.377

2.650

Competency

-0.264

0.144

-0.133

-1.841

0.067

0.409

2.443
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Table 44 (Continued)
Collinearity Statistics
Model

Unstandardized

Standard
Error

Standardized

t

p

Tolerance

VIF

-0.116

0.038

-0.191

-3.056

0.003

0.548

1.825

-0.265

0.093

-0.176

-2.836

0.005

0.558

1.793

-1.284

2.137

-0.029

-0.601

0.549

0.928

1.077

1.445

0.922

0.090

1.566

0.119

0.652

1.533

1.809

0.877

0.124

2.063

0.041

0.592

1.688

2.274

0.727

0.180

3.130

0.002

0.644

1.552

0.786

0.860

0.047

0.913

0.362

0.803

1.245

0.256

0.089

0.206

2.860

0.005

0.413

2.421

Autonomous
Motivation
Autonomy
Support
Tenure (< 1 year)
Tenure (1-3
years)
Tenure (4-6
years)
Tenure (7-9
years)
Tenure (10-14
years)
Amotivation

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
Affective Commitment Model
Possible determinants of affective commitment factors were examined in a manner
similar to those executed for turnover intention. The affective commitment model revealed that
the primary determinants in the positive direction are relatedness (p < .001), autonomous
motivation (p < .001), and supervisor autonomy support (p < .001). the extrinsic constructs
reward and punishment were not significant; however, the construct of amotivation (p < .05) was
negatively significant. Once control for supervisor autonomy support or the need for relatedness
is accounted for, the effects of both the reward and punishment motivators are dampened
significantly. The single control effect of accounting for amotivation also can serve to negate the
formerly significant effect of the extrinsic punishment construct. I find that a measure of human
capital, the total number of designations earned (excluding CFP and CFA designations), is
significant (p < .01). The regression results are similar when tenure is controlled for. The gender
variable was not significant.
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Effect sizes were calculated as with the model for turnover intention. The effect sizes for
autonomous motivation and relatedness are in the medium range (.19 and .15 respectively), while
autonomy support had a small but not insignificant effect size (.08). The total number of
designations, and amotivation had small effect sizes of .04 and .03.
Residual analysis confirmed an approximately normal distribution of residuals, while
examination of the fitted residuals yielded a fairly random pattern. The variance inflation factors
were all in the acceptable range; therefore, multicollinearity does not appear to be present to any
large degree. The adjusted R² value for the final model was .59. Table 45 provides the ANOVA
and regression details. Gender, marital status, presence of children in household, education, and
income among other respondent characteristics did not enter the model at any significant level.
Therefore, Hypothesis H9 is confirmed. Affective commitment factors do not differ between
males and female among wealth advisors.
Table 45. Gender Regression Results – Affective Commitment. *
Model Summary - Affective Commitment
Model
H₀
H₁
ANOVA

R
0.000
0.773

Sum of
Squares

Model
H₁

R²
0.000
0.598

Adjusted R²
0.000
0.587

RMSE
3.160
2.030

df

Mean Square

F

p

56.756

< .001

Regression

1169.559

5

233.912

Residual

787.182

191

4.121

Total

1956.741

196

Dependent Variable = Affective Commitment
Unstanda Standard
Model
rdized
Error

Collinearity Statistics
Standardized

t

p

Tolerance

VIF

H₀

(Intercept)

14.269

0.225

63.385

< .001

H₁

(Intercept)

0.411

1.389

0.296

0.768

Autonomous Motivation

0.111

0.019

0.317

5.842

< .001

0.715

1.398

Amotivation

-0.129

0.059

-0.179

-2.188

0.030

0.314

3.188

Relatedness

0.310

0.061

0.395

5.043

< .001

0.343

2.918

Autonomy Support

0.192

0.055

0.221

3.509

< .001

0.533

1.877

Total # of Designations

0.476

0.183

0.211

2.606

0.010

0.322

3.106

* The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown.
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To add further evidence to the lack of gender effect, the lack of presence of children
effect, and the lack of an interaction effect between the two, a MANOVA analysis was
performed with dependent variables turnover intention and affective commitment and with
independent variables gender and presence of children. No significance was found (Table 46).
Table 46. MANOVA – Gender & Presence of Children.
Cases

df

Approx. F

Trace Pillai

Num df

Den df

p

(Intercept)

1

7768.845

0.988

2

192.000

< .001

Gender

1

0.636

0.007

2

192.000

0.531

Children

1

0.266

0.003

2

192.000

0.767

1

0.965

0.010

2

192.000

0.383

Gender ✻ Children
Residuals
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Summary of Hypothesis Testing
In this last section, I summarize the results of the research with respect to the hypotheses
that were developed in the literature review chapter and then amended in the methods chapter to
account for two new factors that formed. All of the hypotheses were confirmed. Table 47
provides the summary and where appropriate the significance levels.
Table 47. Summary of Hypotheses Testing.
Hypotheses
H1A

Research Questions
RQ1A RQ1B
Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with work
satisfaction among wealth advisors

Supported

Significance

Yes

p < .001

H1B

Autonomous motivation will be positively associated with affective
work commitment among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H1C

Autonomous motivation be negatively associated with turnover
intentions among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H2A

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be negatively associated with work
satisfaction among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H2B

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be negatively associated with
affective work commitment among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .01

H2C

Extrinsic Reward motivation will be positively associated
With turnover intentions among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H2D

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be negatively
associated with work satisfaction among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .01

H2E

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be negatively
associated with affective commitment among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .01

H2F

Extrinsic Punishment motivation will be positively related to turnover
intention among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001
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Table 47 (Continued)
Hypotheses
H3

Research Questions
RQ1A RQ1B
Supervisor autonomy support will be positively associated with
autonomous motivation among wealth advisors

Supported
Yes

Significance
p < .001

H4

Work Satisfaction will be positively associated with affective
commitment among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H5

Affective work commitment will be negatively associated
with turnover intention among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

H6

The conceptual model we posited will be consistent with the data

Yes

H7

Autonomous motivation will mediate the effect of supervisor autonomy
support on turnover intention among wealth advisors

Yes

p < .001

Hypotheses

RQ 2 - Gender

Supported

Significance

H8

Turnover motivation factors will not differ between male and female
wealth advisors

Yes

No relation

H9

Affective Commitment factors will not differ between male and female
wealth advisors

Yes

No relation
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION

Discussion Summary
According to Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000A), intrinsic type value
alignment is consistent with a person’s need for personal growth (in many walks of life including
at work). A more extrinsic focus with respect to work indicates a bias toward being externally
influenced by the need for some separable outcome outside oneself. This separable need can take
the form of financial rewards, benefits, promotions, and possibly exercising control through
criticism of employees and threats leading to job insecurity. The first goal of this research was to
investigate the role that SDT plays in the motivation of wealth advisors. Specifically, I examine
how the SDT components (primarily the autonomous motivation continuum) serve to explain
variation in work satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover intention. I also build and test
two structural equation models and two mediation models relevant to our research questions.
Second, I utilize the latent structures that were derived along with respondent characteristics to
build regression models for affective commitment and turnover intention. The goal for this
second part of the study was to ascertain a gender effect. In total, sixteen hypotheses were tested
using SEM, mediation modeling, and regression modeling techniques.
I began by executing reliability and validity analyses to examine the internal consistency
of the scales and to explore and confirm the factor structure of the constructs. Cronbach’s alpha
levels for the three psychological needs were solid and similar to those achieved by Dysvik et al.
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(2013) for autonomy and relatedness but fell short of Dysvik et al. (2013) on the competence
variable. Outcome variable reliabilities were also more than acceptable with affective
commitment and turnover intention alpha levels being consistent with Galleta (2011) and Kuvass
et al. (2017). With respect to the reliability of the motivation constructs, alpha levels consistent
with works such as Tremblay et al. (2009) were found with the exception that our amotivation
alpha was bit higher. Extrinsic and introjected regulation did not factor as expected in the EFA
(and this was also seen in the CFA); however, two new factors arose which are called extrinsic
reward and extrinsic punishment. Recalculating alpha after the item removals and refactoring
yielded solid alpha levels and items that loaded onto their respective constructs well. The usage
of these two extrinsic regulation constructs instead of the original extrinsic and introjected
regulations makes direct comparison with extant studies more difficult. However, our alpha
levels are similar to those achieved in previous studies for the more extrinsic regulators (Gagné
et al., 2005; Tremblay et al., 2009; Gillet et al., 2013.)
The magnitude of the significantly positive correlations between autonomy, relatedness,
competence, and autonomous motivation are in general agreement with studies such as Van den
Broeck et al. (2010), Gagné et al. (2010)*, Brien et al. (2012)*, Dysvik et al. (2013)*, Tafvelin
and Stenling (2018), and Martela (2018).4 The subscale for competency tends to exhibit higher
correlations with autonomous motivation than the other studies cited. The positive correlational
magnitudes between the psychological needs and work satisfaction and organizational
commitment obtained are consistent with those found by Van den Broeck et al. (2010), with the
exception that this competency construct is more significantly related to the outcome factors than
4

Martela, (2018) correlates the needs with a factor called meaningful work.

*The authors here correlated the needs with intrinsic motivation and not the weighted autonomous aggregate
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the cited study claimed. The bivariate associations line up well against the results of Tafvelin and
Stenling, (2018) with respect to turnover intention and work satisfaction. Comparison of work
satisfaction and turnover intention reveals a stronger association than those reported in the highly
cited work of Gillet et al. (2013).
When examining the correlational structure of the original five autonomous motivational
spectrum items, a quasi-simplex structure was obtained with those subscales items closer to
intrinsic regulation (i.e., identified regulation) being more strongly positively correlated while
those items more distant from intrinsic motivation (i.e. extrinsic motivation) are less or
negatively correlated. When amotivation is included, identified regulation correlated more
negatively than intrinsic regulation with that construct. I find that identified regulation, for
instance, correlates more strongly with extrinsic reward than extrinsic reward does with extrinsic
punishment. Outside of this small deviation, the structure in general agrees with previous studies
such as Gagné et al. (2010) and Verloigne et al. (2011), among others. This analyses was
replicated for the new constructs extrinsic reward and extrinsic punishment, with punishment
being more distal from intrinsic regulation, and found a similar quasi simplex structure. The
more autonomous forms of motivation were even more strongly negatively correlated with
punishment than they had been for the original extrinsic motivational construct.
To reduce model complexity, a weighted autonomous motivation aggregate (intrinsic +
identified regulation) was created using the recommendation of Grolnick and Ryan (1987), while
out of necessity maintaining a two-factor extrinsic motivation structure (reward and punishment).
The correlational structure between the three motivational constructs and this study’s outcome
constructs yields highly significant results. The findings reveal that autonomous motivation is
strongly positively correlated with supervisor autonomy support, work satisfaction, and affective
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commitment, and strongly negatively correlated with turnover intention. These results were
anticipated and are supported by the work of Gillet et al. (2013). Further support for our work is
provided by Kuvass et al. (2017), who found a strong positive correlation between intrinsic
motivation and affective commitment and a strong negative association between intrinsic
motivation and turnover intention. I find autonomous motivation to be also strongly positively
associated with supervisor autonomy support, a finding that is supported by the results of Gagné
et al. (2010), Gillet et al. (2013), and Tafvelin and Stenling, (2017). The effects of autonomous
motivation on the outcome variables went beyond the correlational associations. SEM analysis
revealed a strong significant path from autonomous motivation to work satisfaction. Similar
results were found by Gillet et al. (2013) in terms of both the coefficient directions and
magnitudes. Moreover, in this research of gender using multiple regression analyses while
controlling for many respondent characteristics, autonomous motivation is found to have a
moderate effect size on affective commitment.
I did not anticipate that our factor loadings would preclude being able to identify the
constructs as being either extrinsic regulation or introjected regulation. Nevertheless, our
findings reveal that for the more extreme form of extrinsic motivation (punishment) the negative
correlation with affective commitment and the positive correlation turnover intention are
directionally and statistically consistent with those found for extrinsic motivation by Kuvaas et
al. (2017), although our magnitudes of correlation are higher. Our results for extrinsic
punishment’s effect on job satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover intention are
consistent with studies that researched the impact of job insecurity on those work outcomes (De
Witte & Buitendach, 2005; Reisel et al., 2010; Olaniyan & Hystad, 2016; Lee & Jeong, 2017).
The negative effect that punishment has on work satisfaction is negated through control for the
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satisfaction of relatedness or autonomy – a finding that is consistent with those of Vansteenkiste
et al. (2007). That we might have stronger correlations with respect to the other studies along this
dimension may not be surprising since the present construct (extrinsic punishment) is comprised
of items that are rather severe in form (i.e., being fired, being criticized for work, and being
ashamed of one’s work). This type of extrinsic motivation behaved as we proposed and like
controlled motivation might have if we had been able to create that aggregate construct.
Therefore, all of the hypotheses related to extrinsic punishment were confirmed.
Contrastingly, we find that the extrinsic reward construct correlates with other constructs
in a manner that is quite opposite than that of the extrinsic punishment factor. This construct is
positively correlated with supervisor autonomy support, work satisfaction, and affective
commitment and negatively correlated with turnover intention. In all cases, however, the degree
of correlation is much lower than that of autonomous motivation on the same variables.
Tremblay et al. (2009) found non-significant association results for an extrinsic motivation
construct against each of autonomy support, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
turnover intention. Gagné et al. (2010) found insignificant correlations for both external
(extrinsic) and introjected regulation with turnover intention. Terrara and Ngirande (2104)
conclude that rewards correlated positively with job retention but not with work satisfaction.
Gillet et al. (2013) conclude that work-controlled motivation is positively correlated with
turnover intention and negatively correlated with job satisfaction. Our findings regarding the
effect of extrinsic rewards on affective commitment and job satisfaction are consistent with
several studies (O’Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Kuvass, 2006; Cho & Perry, 2012; Linz &
Semykina, 2012). Based on our subsequent regression analysis, we observe extrinsic rewards to
be significantly yet modestly (small effect sizes) inversely related to turnover intention. As

141

noted, reward was significantly related to affective commitment; however, the significance
vanishes after controlling for other latent construct covariates (supervisor autonomy support or
relatedness.)
Similar to autonomous motivation, we find that both reward and punishment have
significant (although smaller in comparison) path coefficients to work satisfaction in the SEM
analyses. These results are consistent with the magnitudes of the one factor work controlled
motivation construct of Gillet et al. (2013). Irrespective of the methodology utilized, we find
autonomous motivation to have greater effect on each of the outcomes in comparison with the
two extrinsic factors and supervisor autonomy support, although the latter construct still appears
to play an important role as a determinant of work motivation. This may have important
implications for financial services directors as they design their Human Resource Department
protocols.
Second, results from the SEM part of the study showed that the model posited was viable
and consistent with the data. Of major importance is the larger path coefficients for autonomous
motivation compared to both extrinsic constructs with respect to the endogenous work
satisfaction construct. However, it was discovered that both extrinsic factors were significant.
These results are consistent with the findings of Gillet et al. (2013), who also find that
autonomous motivations effect on job satisfaction is much greater than the controlled motivation
construct’s effect. We also discovered that the exogenous effects are not nearly as strong with
respect to affective commitment and turnover intention. We have shown that autonomous
motivation is clearly related to affective commitment and turnover intention; however, based on
SEM work, its effect is mitigated by the path from job satisfaction to affective commitment. The
direct effect on affective commitment is not nearly as strong once we account for job
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satisfaction. Likewise, the effects of the endogenous constructs on turnover intention are also not
nearly as strong as they were on work satisfaction. This is due to the effect that affective
commitment has on turnover intention. These results indicate that in the context of financial
services, autonomous motivation plays an important role in determining job satisfaction among
wealth advisors. The advisors may find their role, in what can be a highly internally competitive
field, to be rewarding along many dimensions. For instance, many advisors take fiduciary oaths
and believe that they are involved in the maintenance of their clients’ welfare. Life planning and
coaching skills have been deemed as those that should be sought by financial advisors, along
with the more technical skills (Dubofsky & Sussman, 2009). Operating at least partly in this role
may provide them with a sense of volition in performing their functions. This area is worthy of
further study. With respect to the overall SEM analysis, this study is the first to posit a model of
motivation among financial advisors using SDT.
In a more exploratory modality, we reveal that affective commitment partially mediates
the effect of job satisfaction on turnover intention. Consistent with the work of Targian and
Ariani (2015), we also find that affective commitment appears to be a better predictor of turnover
intention than work satisfaction. Along similar lines, future academic research should
investigative the mediation effects of job satisfaction on extrinsic variables with respect to
affective commitment.
Third, as hypothesized (H7) our study of the mediating effect of autonomous motivation
on supervisor autonomy support with respect to turnover intention revealed a partial mediation
model. Guntert (2015), in a multiple mediation analyses, found very similar results to ours,
obtaining a direct effect from autonomy support to turnover that matched our magnitude and
direction. Additionally, our indirect effect coefficient from autonomy support to intrinsic
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regulation to turnover intention was quite similar to those achieved by Guntert (2015) as well.
We note that we utilized the autonomous motivation construct and not the intrinsic regulation
construct that the cited author used. Partial support for our result is also found in Gillet et al.
(2013). They concluded that work motivation in general is a partial mediator between
organizational support and work outcomes such as turnover intention and that it is a full mediator
for perceptions of supervisor autonomy support to other work outcomes. Further partial support
for our results is given by Lam and Gurland (2008), Gagné et al. (2010), and Gagné et al. (2015)
who also found a positive significant relationship between autonomous motivation and
organizational support. It is possible that autonomously motivated respondents may be more
likely to interpret their environment as autonomy supportive, which might alternatively explain
the results (Lam & Gurland, 2008). We would have liked to include supervisor autonomy
support as an antecedent to autonomous motivation in our final conceptual model; however, the
number of items and latent variables became too many with respect to our final sample size to do
so. A causal model that utilizes autonomy support is an area for further research, given the
statistical significance that this construct achieved in our regression and bivariate analysis.
Finally, as hypothesized, the results revealed that gender did not play a role in explaining
either turnover intention or affective commitment among financial advisors. This conclusion is
consistent with results from De Witte and Buitendach (2005), who found gender to not have an
effect on affective organizational commitment, controlling for job insecurity and job satisfaction.
We find no evidence in this study that intention to quit or affective commitment levels differ by
gender. This is consistent with the summary of Galizzi (2001) and the work of Sousa-Poza and
Sousa-Poza (2007). We find this to be the case with and without control variables. We do find,
however, several mean level differences in this sample. Females reported significantly higher
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levels of autonomous motivation and perceptions of competency while males reported higher
levels of amotivation. Roussy et al. (2016) also reported higher levels of autonomous motivation
among females in their study of university students. We keep in mind that this study, to a certain
extent, is measuring those (at least up until the present time) that are still in their positions and
perhaps thriving in their positions. We are not measuring those that have left their professions –
an analysis that may yield a different result.
In our model, formulated to better understand the role of gender, we found that turnover
intention is determined by autonomous motivation, autonomy support, extrinsic reward, the level
of amotivation, the psychological needs for autonomy and competence, and the length of tenure
in the field of wealth management. Van den Broeck et al. (2016) also reported negative
relationships between each of the three needs and turnover intention. We find significance in two
of the three needs related to turnover intention while controlling for autonomous motivation. In
our study, we did control for other variables such as presence of children in household, age,
income, and education. These models did not change substantially, and we do not report those
results. We did not control for job satisfaction or affective commitment in the turnover model
since their effects tend to overwhelm the disaggregated independent variables as predictors. We
already know from the SEM and mediation work that work satisfaction leads to affective
commitment and likewise that affective commitment is a large predictor of turnover intention.
Our regression model fit was confirmed by a fairly substantial adjusted R². The effect sizes we
achieved, however, would be considered small for each of the independent variables retained.
With respect to affective commitment, we find fewer variables as important predictors,
though at least a couple of those predictors had moderate effect sizes. As with turnover intention,
gender did not play a role in predicting affective commitment. We confirm this with regression
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modelling and through a MANOVA analysis. Autonomous motivation, supervisor autonomy
support, the psychological need of relatedness, the level of amotivation, and the total number of
designations were obtained as significant drivers. We expected autonomous motivation and
supervisor autonomy support to be significant given our previous outcomes in this study. It is
interesting to note that the level of relatedness plays a relatively important role in achievement of
commitment but not in determining turnover intention (controlling for many covariates).
Relatedness had been shown to be an important determinant of the job outcomes of worker
adjustment and job evaluations (Baard et. al., 2004). Reis, et al. (2000) also found relatedness to
be more associated with positive outcomes and not with negative, which is consistent with our
results. We find that some measure of human capital (number of designations obtained) plays a
role, albeit a small one, in increasing affective commitment.
Overall, the effect sizes achieved were moderate for autonomous motivation and
relatedness while those for supervisor autonomy support was smaller but not unsubstantial. The
higher effect sizes for relatedness are supported by the educational study of Nalipay et al. (2020).
They found that relatedness was associated with academic achievement. The remaining
significant variables all had small effect sizes. What appears to be of most importance for
advisors’ commitment is their ability to practice autonomous behavior in an autonomy
supportive environment and at the same time being able to have a sense of belonging with
respect to others around them in the financial firm. We believe that the role of relatedness in the
financial services domain warrants more attention.
Conclusions
This study contributes to the understanding of the role that autonomous and extrinsic
motivation, as well as the various psychological needs, play in terms of work satisfaction,
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affective commitment, and intent to leave among wealth advisors. It is the first study, we believe,
to investigate the role of Self-determination theory in this sector of financial services. Our
findings suggest that autonomous motivation plays a significant role in explaining work
satisfaction and turnover intention and a significant and fairly substantial role in explaining
affective commitment. We also find that autonomous motivation mediates the role of autonomy
support on turnover intention. We develop a statistically acceptable conceptual model relating
the SDT motivators with the outcome variables and indeed confirm the roles that work
satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover intention have among each other. A
confirmation that has been shown in other work environments but is novel, we believe, within
this sector.
Finally, our results conclude that gender, within the context of our regression analyses,
did not help explain variation in affective commitment or turnover intention. We do contribute to
research in this area since gender disparities with respect to retention of females remains an open
issue and we do find factors that relate to overall motivation that can theoretically be applied to
either gender.
We provide some practical implications for improving commitment, focusing on the need
to address the components of autonomous motivation, and recommend that managers begin with
the relatedness construct. We also recommend that future research focus on some of the
limitations of this study, such as surveying those that have chosen to leave the industry and
improving the sample size to incorporate supervisor autonomy support into the overall model.
Study Limitations
While we have reviewed a great deal of literature and utilized scales and methodologies
that have been shown to be relevant and recommended, there are some limitations to the study
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that should be noted. We note that the sampling frame was not entirely a random one. The
present study included a heterogeneous large portion that was random but also a portion that
while could be characterized as convenience. Some of the email addresses were generated from a
national perusal of Financial Planning Association (FPA) and large financial services company
employee lists and therefore represent a convenience sample in a sense (although there was no
pattern to our selection of emails on those lists). In addition, we were not able to conduct the
SEM analysis by group due to the difficulty in procuring enough sample size (particularly of
women). This shortcoming and the relatively low response rate was likely primarily due to the
difficulties in the USA during the coronavirus pandemic and specifically due to the volatility of
the stock market during this time. That is, financial advisors may have been preoccupied during
this time. We substituted several regression models (that utilized the EFA constructs) to help
answer the third research question regarding the role of gender.
The study surveyed respondent’s turnover intention, and therefore the attitudes and
motivations of those who actually left the industry are not known. A study of that segment may
have yielded different results. I developed a conceptual model that leaned on previous research
in other domains. I tested it rigorously and believe it to be parsimonious. However, there may be
other models that could have been developed and tested. With this type of analysis that used
psychometric data that were self-reported, it is possible that common method bias was present.
We mitigated the possibility of this through the use of well documented scales and diagnosed the
likely absence of this through correlation examination and Harman’s one factor test. Finally, I
would like to have added more variables to the analyses such as respondent perseverance,
however, the survey time already had approached the maximum recommended time for the
online survey, and I had to draw the line on the quantity of questions asked.
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Implications for Future Research
A theoretical model based on SDT which integrates work outcome variables has been
developed that helps explain wealth advisors’ motivation to continue with or leave their work
roles. This model and the other analysis contained herewith provides rich insight into the role
that SDT plays in financial services and has potential for application in numerous research
related undertakings.
There is potential for much further work using the data that we have collected and for
totally new studies based on this preliminary research in both this domain and other business
segments. First, analysis will be conducted to examine whether the types of compensation that is
received is related to the attitudes of the wealth managers. I also intend to develop a research
protocol involving an intervention based on the results, particularly as they pertain to the
psychological needs.
Second, the role of gender will need to be explored more deeply within the context of this
study. Certainly, greater sample size should be sought such that full SEM and mediation analysis
by gender can be developed. Other variables such as perseverance could be explored with in this
context. Third I believe that a study of financial advisors (especially women advisors) that have
left the industry should be conducted. The study should have a qualitative component. Finally, a
study of the satisfaction of the basic psychological needs and the motivational types should be
undertaken and assessed among those that have left the industry, thereby gaining better insight as
to the motivations that impacted the leaving. Key research questions could address the levels of
relatedness (since we have found relatedness very much linked to affective commitment) that
former financial advisors felt in their roles.
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Implications for Practice
We began this study hoping to provide insights specifically to help the industry to retain
women financial advisors. These findings provide considerable implications for retaining
financial advisors and fostering affective commitment among financial advisors. I did not find a
gender effect in the research associating affective commitment and turnover intention with SDT
oriented variables. However, the implications of the research we believe are applicable to both
male and female advisors. Building affective commitment is a key to advisor retention. Fostering
supervisor autonomy supportive environments that help encourage autonomous motivation
should impact retention rates at financial advisory firms. While I show that autonomous
motivation drives job satisfaction directly and also affective commitment directly when job
satisfaction is not present, a prerequisite for these affects would be to foster, at minimum, the
three needs of autonomy, relatedness, and competence. All three are positively related to
autonomous motivation, work satisfaction, and commitment. Of the three, it appears that
relatedness has the largest effect size and it maintains its significance after controlling for other
variables and respondent characteristics. Perhaps managers can start with the satisfaction of this
basic need first, while offering an autonomy supportive organizational environment. This can be
as simple as managers being present (physically and mentally) at team functions and creating
environments for teams that foster interaction. Group objective settings, for instance, might be a
way to improve meaningful work relations with others. Unfortunately, social events can matter
and there is some advantage by being present at some of these. They can foster friendships which
may turn into a supportive network.
While tangible rewards are necessary in the work environment and seem to help reduce
turnover intention in our sample, they do not have the effect size that autonomous motivation
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does on each of our three outcome variables of work satisfaction, affective commitment, and
turnover intention. It appears that extrinsic reward plays a motivational role among advisors
since there is also a significant path from reward to work satisfaction. Financial reward and
supervisor respect rank the highest in terms of what employees seek along this extrinsic
dimension. What is most clear is that negative (punishment type) motivators have significant
negative effects on job satisfaction leading to lower affective commitment and higher job
turnover intention. While decreasing levels of some of the mechanisms that might drive the
punishment factor in the workplace may be difficult, some are not. For instance, it may be a
difficult task as a manager to avoid the presence of job insecurity in light of business metrics.
However, threatening job security should likely not be the carrot that drives the motivational
wheel. Likewise, openly criticizing staff is viewed as a real demotivator and we link it to lower
job satisfaction and directly to turnover. Finally, fostering environments where employees are
shamed into performance has deleterious effects on work satisfaction. In our study, fear of being
criticized was the item that rose to the top in terms of the punishment factor that should be
avoided.
A question not answered presently is whether some of the practices that one would put in
place to foster autonomous motivation would work for only those with higher autonomous
motivation to begin with. Kuvaas and Dysvik (2010) concluded that a best practice approach
among human resource managers may work for some employees better than others.
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APPENDIX A:
DETAILS SUPPORTING THE MODELING PROCESS

Table A1. EFA Autonomy.
Factor
Autonomy
AU1: I feel like I can make a lot
of inputs as to deciding how my
job gets done
AU6: I am free to express my
opinions on the job
AU10: My feelings are taken
into consideration
AU12: I feel like I can pretty
much be myself at work
AU14: When I am at work I do
what I am told

1

h2

.67

.44

.75

.56

.58

.66

.80

.63

.33

.11

1

h2

.78

.61

.75

.56

.61

.37

.60

.36

.84

.71

1

h2

.53

.28

.47

.22

.66

.44

.44

.19

Table A2. EFA Relatedness.
EFA Relatedness Factor
Relatedness
RE2: I really like people I work
with
RE5: I get along with people at
work
RE7: I consider the people I work
with to be my friends
RE11: People at work care about
me
RE13: People at work are pretty
friendly toward me

Table A3. EFA Competence.
Factor
Competence
CO3. I do not feel very
competent when I am at work
CO4: People at work tell me I am
good at what I do
CO8: I have been able to learn
interesting new skills on my job
CO9: Most days I feel a sense of
accomplishment from working
successful
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Table A4. EFA Intrinsic Regulation.
Factor
Intrinsic Regulation
IM37. Because the work I do is
interesting
IM41: Because I have fun doing
my job
IM50: Because what I do in my
work is exciting

1

h2

.66

.44

.79

.63

.83

.68

1

h2

.61

.39

.74

.76

.87

.53

1

h2

.47

.22

.74

.54

.49

.24

.75

.56

.67

.45

1

h2

.50

.25

.75

.57

.85

.72

Table A5. EFA Identified Regulation.
Factor
Identified Regulation
IR33: Because I personally
consider important to put efforts
in this job
IR38: Because putting efforts in
this job has personal significance
to me
IR46: Because putting efforts in
this job aligns with my personal
values

Table A6. EFA Extrinsic Reward.
Factor
Extrinsic Regulation Reward
ER34: Because others will
reward me financially, only if I
put enough effort in job
ER39: To get others’ approval
(supervisor, colleagues, family,
clients…)
INR40: Because I have to prove
to myself that I can
ER44: Because others will
respect me more (supervisor,
colleagues, family, … )
ER47: Because others will offer
me greater job security if I put
enough effort in job

Table A7. EFA Extrinsic Punishment.
Factor
Extrinsic Regulation Punishment
INR36: Because otherwise I will
feel ashamed of myself
ER43: Because I risk losing my
job if I don’t put enough effort
into it
ER51: To avoid being criticized
by others
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Table A8. EFA Amotivation Factors.
Factor
Amotivation
AM35: I don’t put effort because
I really feel that I’m wasting my
time at work
AM42: I do little because I don’t
think this work is worth putting
efforts into
AM49: I don’t know why I’m
doing this job, it’s pointless work

1

h2

.59

.35

.87

.76

.91

.82

1

h2

.89

.79

.94

.88

.71

.51

.64

.41

Table A9. EFA Supervisor Autonomy Support.
Factor
Supervisor Autonomy Support
AS24: My work supervisor really
cares about me
AS25: My supervisor strongly
considers my goals and values
AS26: My supervisor cares about
my opinion
AS27: My supervisor shows very
little concern for me

Table A10. CFA Loadings Input Variables Full vs. Split Sample Factors. *
Full Data Set
Loadings
0.66
0.76
0.59
0.79
0.32

CFA Split
Data Loadings
0.61
0.70
0.54
0.77
0.41

Competence
CO3: I do not feel very competent when I am at work
CO4: People at work tell me I am good at what I do
CO8: I have been able to learn interesting new skills on my job
CO9: Most days I feel a sense of accomplishment from working

0.55
0.45
0.68
0.42

0.50
0.48
0.75
0.39

Relatedness
RE2: I really like the people I work with
RE5: I get along with people at work
RE7: I consider the people I work with to be my friends
RE11: People at work care about me
RE:13 People at work are pretty friendly towards me

0.78
0.77
0.59
0.59
0.85

0.71
0.78
0.56
0.60
0.83

Intrinsic Regulation
IM37: Because the work I do is interesting
IM41: Because I have fun doing my job
IM50: Because what I do in my work is exciting

0.65
0.79
0.82

0.58
0.79
0.88

Identified Regulation
IR33: Because I personally consider important to put efforts in this job
IR38: Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me
IR46: Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values
IR52: Because this is the type of work I do to maintain a certain lifestyle

0.61
0.75
0.87
0.07

0.62
0.73
0.88
0.00

0.46

0.39

0.73

0.68

Autonomy
AU1: I feel like I can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my job gets done
AU6: I am free to express my ideas and opinions on the job
AU10: My feelings are taken into consideration
AU12: I feel like I can pretty much be myself at work
AU14: When I am at work I do what I am told

Extrinsic Regulation - Reward
ER34: Because others will reward me financially, only if I put enough effort in
my job
ER39: To get others’ approval (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients…)
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Table A10 (Continued)
Autonomy
INR40: Because I have to prove to myself that I can
ER44: Because others will respect me more (e.g., supervisor, colleagues,
family…)
INR45: Because it makes me feel proud of myself
ER47: Because others offer me greater job security if I put enough effort in my
job
Extrinsic /Regulation - Punishment
INR36: Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself
ER43: Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort into it
INR48: Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself
ER51: To avoid being criticized by others
Amotivation
AM35: I don’t put effort because I really feel that I’m wasting my time at
work
AM42: I do little because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts into
AM49: I don’t know why I’m doing this job, it’s pointless work
Supervisor Autonomy Support
AS24: My work supervisor really cares about me
AS25: My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values
AS26: My supervisor cares about my opinion
AS27: My supervisor shows very little concern for me

Full Data Set
Loadings
0.51

CFA Split
Data Loadings
0.56

0.78

0.77

0.34

0.42

0.63

0.65

0.54
0.75
0.40
0.82

0.58
0.79
0.47
0.85

0.59

0.51

0.87
0.91

0.90
0.86

0.84
0.96
0.77
0.61

0.85
0.95
0.80
0.54

* Items in bold deleted from further analysis.
Table A11. CFA Loadings Outcome Variables Full vs. Split Sample.
Full Data Set
Loadings

CFA Split
Data Loadings

0.54
0.68
0.80

0.47
0.76
0.75

0.67

0.61

0.51

0.49

Affective Commitment
AC15: I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization
AC16: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own
AC17: I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization
AC18: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me

0.79
0.54
0.60
0.56

0.78
0.52
0.61
0.55

Turnover Intention
TI28: I will probably look for a new job next year
TI29: I will likely actively look for a new job within the next three years
TI30: I often think about quitting my present job
TI31: I may quit my job within the next 12 months
TI32: I do not see may prospects for the future in this organization

0.79
0.83
0.88
0.86
0.73

0.75
0.80
0.85
0.84
0.70

Satisfaction with Work
WS19: In general, the work I do corresponds closely to what I want in life
WS20: The conditions under which I do my work are excellent
WS21: I am satisfied with the type of work I do
WS22: Until now, I have obtained the important things I wanted to get from my
work
WS23: If I could change anything at work I would change almost nothing

Tables A12 – A21. CFA Factor Loadings.
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Table A12. CFA Factor Loadings – Autonomy.
Factor Loadings - Autonomy
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
Autonomy AU1
λ11
0.733
0.077
9.501 < .001 0.581
0.884
0.664
AU6
λ12
0.771
0.069
11.141 < .001 0.635
0.906
0.756
AU10
λ13
0.618
0.075
8.238 < .001 0.471
0.764
0.590
AU12
λ14
0.832
0.071
11.730 < .001 0.693
0.972
0.789
AU14
λ15
0.344
0.084
4.109 < .001 0.180
0.509
0.316

Table A13. CFA Factor Loadings – Relatedness.
Factor Loadings - Relatedness
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error
Relatedness RE2
λ11
0.765
0.063
RE5
λ12
0.798
0.066
RE7
λ13
0.665
0.078
RE11
λ14
0.599
0.071
RE13
λ15
0.838
0.060

z-value
12.191
12.061
8.583
8.448
13.905

95% Confidence Interval
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
< .001 0.642
0.888
0.775
< .001 0.668
0.928
0.769
< .001 0.513
0.817
0.592
< .001 0.460
0.738
0.585
< .001 0.720
0.956
0.852

Table A14. CFA Factor Loadings – Competence.
Factor Loadings - Competence
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
Competence
CO3
λ11
0.602
0.099
6.093 < .001 0.408
0.796
0.552
CO4
λ12
0.463
0.091
5.070 < .001 0.284
0.643
0.447
CO8
λ13
0.680
0.097
7.027 < .001 0.490
0.869
0.677
CO9
λ14
0.391
0.082
4.790 < .001 0.231
0.551
0.422

Table A15. CFA Factor Loadings - Intrinsic Regulation.
Factor Loadings - Intrinsic Regulation
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Intrinsic Regulation
IM37
λ11
0.790
0.085
9.306 < .001 0.623
0.956
IM41
λ12
1.055
0.093
11.293 < .001 0.871
1.238
IM50
λ13
1.164
0.099
11.783 < .001 0.970
1.358

Std. Est. (all)
0.654
0.789
0.822

Table A16. CFA Factor Loadings - Identified Regulation.
Factor Loadings - Identified Regulation
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Identified Regulation
IR33
λ11
0.658
0.077
8.524 < .001 0.507
0.809
IR38
λ12
0.997
0.096
10.439 < .001 0.810
1.185
IR46
λ13
1.118
0.093
12.021 < .001 0.936
1.300
IR52
λ14
0.108
0.114
0.948 0.343 -0.115
0.331

186

Std. Est. (all)
0.611
0.750
0.865
0.074

Table A17. CFA Factor Loadings – Amotivation.
Factor Loadings - Amotivation
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
Amotivation AM35
λ11
0.886
0.102
8.679 < .001 0.686
1.086
0.592
AM42
λ12
1.646
0.123
13.386 < .001 1.405
1.887
0.866
AM49
λ13
1.522
0.107
14.230 < .001 1.313
1.732
0.910

Table A18. CFA Factor Loadings - Supervisor Autonomy Support.
Factor Loadings - Supervisor Autonomy Support
Factor
AutSupport

Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error
AS24
λ11
0.858
0.061
AS25
λ12
1.008
0.058
AS26
λ13
0.865
0.069
AS27
λ14
0.651
0.071

z-value
14.013
17.395
12.587
9.176

95% Confidence Interval
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
< .001 0.738
0.978
0.835
< .001 0.894
1.121
0.959
< .001 0.730
0.999
0.774
< .001 0.512
0.790
0.608

Table A19. CFA Factor Loadings - Work Satisfaction.
Factor Loadings - Work Satisfaction
Factor
WorkSat

95% Confidence Interval
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
WS19
λ11
0.538
0.073
7.384 < .001 0.395
0.681
0.541
WS20
λ12
0.653
0.068
9.635 < .001 0.520
0.786
0.676
WS21
λ13
0.761
0.064
11.859 < .001 0.635
0.886
0.803
WS22
λ14
0.611
0.064
9.497 < .001 0.485
0.737
0.668
WS23
λ15
0.557
0.080
6.933 < .001 0.400
0.715
0.512

Table A20. CFA Factor Loadings - Affective Commitment.
Factor Loadings - Affective Commitment
95% Confidence Interval
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error z-value
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
AffCommit AC15
λ11
0.836
0.083
10.113 < .001 0.674
0.998
0.788
AC16
λ12
0.565
0.082
6.916 < .001 0.405
0.725
0.536
AC17
λ13
0.671
0.086
7.780 < .001 0.502
0.840
0.600
AC18
λ14
0.594
0.082
7.199 < .001 0.432
0.755
0.557

Table A21. CFA Factor Loadings - Turnover Intention.
Factor Loadings - Turnover Intention
Factor
Indicator Symbol Estimate Std. Error
Turnover
TI28
λ11
1.049
0.081
TI29
λ12
1.009
0.072
TI30
λ13
1.076
0.070
TI31
λ14
1.084
0.073
TI32
λ15
0.980
0.084

z-value
12.987
14.034
15.285
14.780
11.635
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95% Confidence Interval
p
Lower
Upper
Std. Est. (all)
< .001 0.891
1.208
0.791
< .001 0.868
1.150
0.833
< .001 0.938
1.214
0.879
< .001 0.941
1.228
0.861
< .001 0.815
1.146
0.733

APPENDIX B:
CONSENT FORM AND SURVEY OF FINANCIAL ADVISORS

English
Qualtrics Survey Software
5/1/2020
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Aja
x/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_eJo
GKHRYRQNXkDr&ContextLibraryID=UR

Informed Consent
Welcome To the Research Study!
We are interested in understanding Motivation Among Financial Planners. You will be
presented with information relevant to Motivation Among Financial Planners and asked to
answer some questions about it. The goal is to understand the motivations of ﬁnancial advisors in
order to better understand the factors associated with work satisfaction in the industry. This is a
research study being conducted by a doctoral student enrolled at the MUMA School of Business
at the University of South Florida. The Study number is STUDY 000239.
The study should take you around 8-9 minutes to complete, and you will receive a gift
card for $10 for your participation. You may also request a copy of a summary of the conclusions
from the study. Your participation in this research is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at
any point during the study, for any reason, and without any prejudice.
Conﬁdentiality will be foremost in the study. All potential participant’s
information will be kept completely conﬁdential. The only data reported for
those participating will be in the aggregate. Those not participating will only be
referenced in the aggregate for the purposes of calculating the response rate.
No names or email addresses will be referenced, and these will be destroyed
upon completion of the study.
If you would like to contact the Principal Investigator in the study to discuss this
research, please e-mail Mark Mattia mjmattia@mail.usf.edu.
By clicking the button below, you acknowledge that your participation in the study is
voluntary, you are at least 18 years of age, and that you are aware that you may choose to
terminate your participation in the study at any time and for any reason.
Please note that this survey will be best displayed on a laptop or desktop computer. Some
features may be less compatible for use on a mobile device.
I consent, begin the study
I do not consent, I do not wish to participate
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Preliminary Question: Owner/Partner
Are you an owner or partner of a ﬁrm?
Yes

No

Referral Block 1
Youhaveindicated that youareanownerorpartnerof a ﬁrm. Unfortunately, we are looking
only for ﬁnancial advisors/wealth managers who are not owners or partners of a ﬁrm
to complete thissurvey.
If you know anyone who may meet this criteria and who would like to receive a $5 gift
card for participating in our survey, please enter their ﬁrst name and email address below. If you
do not know anyone who may qualify to participate in this survey, please just click the ">>" button
below to submit your response.
Prospective Participant 1:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 2:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 3:
First Name

Email Address
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Prospective Participant 4:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 5:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 6:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 7:
First Name

Email Address
Prospective Participant 8:

First Name

Email Address
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Preliminary Question: Financial Advisor/Wealth Manager
Do you work primarily as a ﬁnancial advisor/wealth manager?
Yes
No

Referral Block 2
You have indicated that you are not a ﬁnancial advisor/wealth manager.
Unfortunately, we are looking only for ﬁnancial advisors/wealth managers who are not
owners or partners of a ﬁrm to complete this survey.
If you know anyone who may meet this criteria and who would like to receive a $5 gift
card for participating in our survey, please enter their ﬁrst name and email address below. If you
do not know anyone who may qualify to participate in this survey, please just click the ">>" button
below to submit your response.
Prospective Participant 1:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 2:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 3:
First Name

Email Address

191

Prospective Participant 4:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 5:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 6:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 7:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 8:
First Name

Email Address
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Feelings About Job
The following questions concern your feelings about your job during the last year. (If you
have been on this job for less than a year, this concerns the entire time you have been at this job.)
Remember that your boss will never know how you responded to the questions. Please use the
following scale in responding to the items 1-17.
1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

1. I feel like I can make a lot
of inputs to deciding how my
job gets done
2. I really like the people I
work with
3. I do not feel very
competent when I am at
work
4. People at work tell me I
am good at what I do
5. I get along with people at
work
6. I am free to express my
ideas and opinions on the job
7. I consider the people I
work with to be my friends
8. I have been able to learn
new interesting skills on my
job
9. Most days I feel a sense of
accomplishment from
working
10. My feelings are taken into
consideration at work
11. People at work care about
me
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3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

12. I feel like I can pretty
much be myself at work
13. People at work are pretty
friendly towards me
14. When I am at work I have
to do what I am told
Feelings about Company/ Organization
Listed below is a series of statements that represent feelings that individuals might have
about the company or organization for which they work. With respect to your own feelings about
the particular organization for which you are now working, please indicate the degree of your
agreement or disagreement with each statement by checking the box from 1 to 5 using the scale
below.
1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

15. I would be very happy to
spend the rest of my career
with this organization
16. I really feel as if this
organization’s problems are
my own
17. I do not feel a strong
sense of “belonging” to my
organization
18. This organization has a
great deal of personal
meaning for me
19. In general, the type of
work I do corresponds
closely to what I want in life
20. The conditions under
which I do my work are
excellent
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3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

21. I am satisfied with the
type of work I do
22. Until now, I have
obtained the important things
I wanted to get from my work
23. If I could change
anything at work, I would
change almost nothing

Agreement/ Disagreement
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by
checking the box from 1 to 5 using the scale below.
1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

24. My work supervisor
really cares about me
25. My supervisor strongly
considers my goals and
values
26. My supervisor cares
about my opinion
27. My supervisor shows
very little concern for me
28. I will probably look for a
new job next year
29. I will likely actively look
for a new job within the next
three years
30. I often think about
quitting my present job
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3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

1 = Strongly 2 =
Disagree
Disagree

3 = Neither
Agree or
Disagree

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly
Agree

31. I may quit my present job
within the next 12 months
32. I do not see many
prospects for the future in
this organization
Reasons for Involvement
Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent each of the following items
corresponds to why do you or would you put efforts into your current job?
1=
Corresponds
Not at All

2=
Corresponds
Very Little

3=
Corresponds
a Little

4=
Corresponds
Moderately

5=
Corresponds
Strongly

6=
7=
Corresponds
Corresponds
Very Strongly Completely

1. Because I personally consider it important to put efforts in this job

2. Because others will reward me ﬁnancially only if I put enough effort into my
job (e.g., employer, supervisor, ...)

3. I don't, because I really feel that I'm wasting my time at work

4. Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself

5. Because the work I do is interesting

6. Because putting efforts in this job has personal signiﬁcance to me

7. To get others' approvals (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients, ...)

8. Because I have to prove to myself that I can
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9. Because I have fun doing my job

10. I do little because I don't think this work is worth putting efforts into

11. Because I risk losing my job if I don't put enough effort in it

12. Because others will respect me more (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients, ...)

13. Because it makes me feel proud of myself

14. Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values

15. Because others will offer me greater job security if I put enough effort in my
job (e.g., employer, supervisor, ...)

16. Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself

17. I don't know why I'm doing this job, it's pointless work

18. Because what I do in my work is exciting

19.To avoid being criticized by others (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients, ...)

20. Because this is the type of work I do to maintain a certain lifestyle
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Clariﬁcation Questions
Questions for Classiﬁcation Purposes:
21.
What is your primary form of compensation?
Fee Only
Fee Based
Commission Only
Other
Don't Know
22.

What gender do you identify as?
Male
Female
Other
Prefer Not to Answer

23.

What is your age?
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65-74 years old
75 years or older
Prefer Not to Answer

24.
Education: What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently
enrolled, highest degree received. What is your highest level of formal education?
Completed some high school
High school graduate
Completed some college
Bachelor's degree
Completed some postgraduate
Master's degree
Ph.D. or medical degree
Juris Doctor degree
Do you have a Certiﬁed Financial Planning (CFP) Certiﬁcate?

25.
Yes
No

Do you have a Chartered Financial Analyst (CFA) Certiﬁcate?

26.
Yes
No
27.

Do you have an MBAdegree?
Yes
No
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28.

What is your current marital status?
Single (Never Married)
Married
In a domestic partnership
Divorced
Widowed

29.

Do you currently have any children under 18 living in your household?
Yes
No

30.

What is your race?
White
Hispanic or Latino
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Other Paciﬁc Islander
Some Other Race or Origin
Prefer Not to Answer

31.

What is your annual household income range?
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $100,000
$100,000 - $200,000
More than $200,000
Prefer Not toAnswer

32.

How long have you been in the ﬁnancial planning/advisor ﬁeld?
Less than 1 year
1 to 3 years
4 to 6 years
7 to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15+ years

33.

How did you get into the ﬁnancial planning industry? (Optional)
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Certiﬁcations Held
Please check off any other designations/certiﬁcations that you currently hold:
Certiﬁed Financial Transitionist® (CeFT®)
Certiﬁed Public Accountant (CPA)
Personal Finance Specialist (CPA/PFS)
Chartered Financial Consultant (ChFC®)
Chartered Life Underwriter (CLU)
Certiﬁed Investment Management Analyst? (CIMA®)
Accredited Investment
Fiduciary® (AIF®)
Accredited Investment Fiduciary Analyst™ (AIFA®)
Chartered Alternative Investment Analyst (CAIA)
Certiﬁed Retirement Counselor® (CRC®)
None
Email Address for Compensation
We appreciate your participation in our survey. To thank you for your time, we would like
to send you a $10 gift card.
Please provide the email address at which you would like to receive your $10 gift card
below:

Referral Block 3
Thank you for participating in our survey! If you know anyone who may meet the criteria
for this survey (ﬁnancial advisor/wealth manager, not a partner or owner of a ﬁrm) and who
would like to receive a $10 gift card for participating in our survey, please enter their ﬁrst name
and email address below. If you do not know anyone who may qualify to participate in this survey,
please just click the ">>" button below to submit your response.
Prospective Participant 1:
First Name

Email Address
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Prospective Participant 2:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 3:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 4:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 5:
First Name

Email Address
Prospective Participant 6:
First Name

Email Address
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Prospective Participant 7:
First Name

Email Address

Prospective Participant 8:
First Name

Email Address
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